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Foreword

In 1997 the United Nations General Assembly held a special session on the global environment, Rio+5. During this
session aset of priority actions was announced by the World Bank Group, including increased activities on issues such

UNRE G o i Sty St ede e At G TSR oo v oo P T burces

promotion of sustainable land management, including the devel opment of indicators and procedures for monitoring the
impacts of rural development policies and programs on the productivity and quality of land resources (World Bank,
1997).

This bibliography is an important building block for global and national programs on sustainable land management.
Since the 1992 Rio Earth Summit (UNCED), there have been innumerabl e attempts to devel op indicators, avirtua
"indicator factory," but with little or no coordination. Starting in 1992, Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, along with
the International Board for Soil Research and Management (IBSRAM), the U.N. Food and Agriculture Organization
(FAO), and the International Society of Soil Science, began to devel op the concept of sustainable land management. In
1995 the World Bank Group established aglobal coalition with the U.N. Environment Programme (UNEP), U.N.
Development Programme (UNDP), FAO, and Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) to
develop and test indicators of land quality. These institutionstook the lead in producing this annotated bibliography,
which assembles and organizes the available scientific information on indicators of land quality and sustainable land
management to make these data more user-friendly and accessible to those who need it. These indicators are intended to
help monitor whether human interventionsin the landscape are leading toward or away from sustainability.

This bibliography includes selected publications and reports from the international literature, as well as some of the
most useful URL sites on the World Wide Web (WWW). It represents a considerable volume of work, but much
remains to be done. On behalf of our partners, | invite others to contribute their knowledge and experience and to join
thisinitiative to develop improved indicators and procedures for monitoring and evaluating sustainable land
management.

ISMAIL SERAGELDIN

VICE PRESIDENT

ENVIRONMENTALLY AND SOCIALLY
SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT NETWORK
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Introduction

Sustainable land management is a knowledge-based procedure that hel ps guide decisions on land management toward
those optionsthat are most feasible and cost effectivein achieving land-use intensification, particularly agricultura
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from the landis already evident. No less urgent is the requirement for better and more environmentally positive
management of rural landscapes.

In the past growth has often been achieved by degrading the natural resource base, but thisis no longer acceptable.
Increasingly it isbeing realized that land is amajor factor in global life-support systems and that it hasintrinsic value
beyond agricultural production. Land provides global environmental benefits, such asitsrolein global geochemical
(nutrient) cycles, source and sink functions for greenhouse gases, and filtering of water and pollutants. The challenge,
then, isto achieve the dual objectives of intensification and preserving and enhancing the quality of land resources.
Thereisincreasing evidence that thisis not a utopian dream, but indicators of land quality and sustainable land
management are needed to guide us along the way.

Indicators are descriptors that represent a condition and convey information on changes or trendsin that condition.
They may be used in monitoring and eval uation programs to estimate the rate of change and theimpacts. Indicators are
already in regular use for economic and social data. For example, gross national product isan indicator of total wealth;
life expectancy, infant mortality, and literacy rates areindicators of socia well- being. In contrast, few such indicators
are available to assess, monitor, and evaluate changes in the quality of land resources or the impact of human
interventionsin the landscape. This annotated bibliography is one of a series of activities being undertaken by the
World Br?nk, indcooperar[ion with Agriculture and Agri-food Canada and other national and international partners, to
correct thisvoid.

Governments and other decisionmakers use indicators to make moreinformed decisions. At the sametimean
increasingly better informed publicincluding nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and other interest groupsuse
indicators to monitor decisions being made about land use; that is, indicators provide guidance on actions to be taken,
but they are also an important component of national and global cheeks and balances to ensure that decisionmaking isin
accordance with the requirements of society. For these reasons ad hoc selection of indicatorsis no longer acceptable,
and indicator proarams must be carefullv structured. practical. and scientificallv sound. However. decisionmakers
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at different levels (farm, regional, national, international) require different kinds of indicators depending on the kinds
and level of their decisions. The probability of greater relevance, utility, and application of indicators increases if
decisionmakers and other stakeholders areinvolved in the choice of indicators and the development of monitoring
systems.

However, useful indicators do not just happen. They require directed and coordinated research programs and strong

UNRE G o B s A R B e e

lona-term social and environmental impacts of proiects. (d) iustifvina fundina. or other needs.
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Summary

Alarge number and variety of indicator programs are currently being developed or are in place. In most cases these
programs are aimed at evaluating sustainability, environmental impact(s), or land management in agriculture, forestry,

QP i ipdigatorsi ielly i ine, s jFEeult i ing to identify
UN R G b B T i oGy e ot RV R h o Oy A D S ot o
information on indicators, organi zing and summarizing them, and making them easily accessible through the WWW, e-
mail, and as printed reports. The review is useful for research on indicators of sustainability, aswell asfor
decisionmakers faced with implementing a sustainable land management component in rural development projects. Itis
asteppg;)gl—stone toward devel opment of improved programs to monitor and report progress toward environmental
sustainability.

This bibliography isareview of available information on indicators of sustainable land management and land quality.
As expected, the emphasisis on agricultural land management, but references to forest land management and, to alesser
extent, to conservation, areincluded where available. Only those references describing specific indicators or those
describing the results of indicator programs (agrienvironmental, forestry programs) are included.

The report reviews data and information available in the scientific literature and on the World Wide Web (WWW).
Unpublished literature isincluded when judged to be reliable and peer-reviewed. The reviews are annotated to provide
the reader with expanded interpretations of the information found in the publications. In addition areview of available
URL sites was conducted, and the most useful sites relating to sustainable land management and land quality are
annotated. These sites are intended as points of departure (bookmarks) for anyone wanting further information from the
internet.

The review found that while awealth of information exists on soil properties, along with detailed procedures on how to
measure soil propertiesin thefield, thisinformation is generally too detailed and data-demanding to be suitable as
indicators of land quality. Similarly, the review reveal ed more referencesto indicators for sustainable land management
than for land quality. Thisis as expected, since the concept of and research on sustainable land management predates
research on land quality by several years. However the two approaches are highly complementary, since land quality
indicators form the bioohvsical descrintorsfor sustainable land manace-
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ment. A comparison of the concepts of soil quality, land quality, and sustainable land management can be found in
appendix 1.

Developing Indicators

Much of the current effort on indicator development was carried out in conjunction with national State of the
Environment reporting, but some international organizations, such asthe OECD, World Bank, and UNEP are

UN R E Géftehiptrig b boofdinée ihe ey etiophientldDi helleatorsMhbstioFR idnkork go Farl hab Ae&EHedné £dR kvith organizations
identifying potential indicators, suggesting possible units of measurement, and devel oping research strategiesfor
national, regional, and local application. This bibliography documents many of theseinitiatives.

Although much of the work is still conceptual, the first empirical studies are beginning to appear, and these will help
identify the kinds of indicators to be developed, the methods (algorithms) to be used, and the thresholds values (level
beyond which a system undergoes significant change) for indicators of sustainability. Which indicators are selected and
how they are measured can significantly alter the outcome. In a State of the Environment exercisein Australia,
Chisholm and Dumsday (1995) compared a scale developed in Australiawith arating based on criteria devel oped by
the Green League of Nations. They found that the country scored higher using the national scale than when the Green
League of Nations criteriawere used. This underscores not only the need for caution when adopting criteria from other
regions but also the possibility of biaswith loca systems.

Common (Generic) Indicators

Generic indicators, or at least common indicator themes, are essential as national and international standardsfor
purposes of comparison, for monitoring and eval uating sustainable land management, and in order to focus research on
those indicators that are strategically the most important. Results from aworkshop in Canada on sustainable land
management and the devel opment of a research program on land quality indicators (appendix 1) indicate that a high
degree of consensus on such indicators can be achieved.

The workshop in Canada (Dumanski 1994) convened highly experienced researchers from many parts of the world to
debate and recommend common indicators for sustainable land management for the major ecoregions of the world.
Table 1 illustrates the results of these recommendations, grouped under the five pillars of the international Framework
for Evaluation of Sustainable Land Management (FESLM). The workshop also concluded that indicators must be
tailored to reflect the land uses, management practices, and environment where they will be applied. No single indicator

could
Table 1. Common (generic) indicators for monitoring and eval uating sustainabl e land management
Productivity  Security Protection Viability Acceptability )
Cropyield Soil cover Soil quality/quantity Net farm profitability Use of conservation practices
Yield variability Water quality/quantity ~ Input use efficiency Farm decisionmaking criterie
Climate Biological diversity Pesticides
Fertilizers
Nutrients

Off-farmincome
Return to labor
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Table 2. Core (generic) land quality indicators for which international agreement has been achieved
Indicatorsto be developed inthenear  Indicators requiring longer term Indicators being devel oped by other
term ) _ research _networks
Nutrient balance Soil quality Water quality
Yield gap Land degradation Forest land quality
Land useintensity Aarobiodiversity Rangeland quality
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determine sustainable land management with our current state of knowledge, and the best approach isto devel op sets of
related indicators on common issues or themes. A cursory comparison of the recommended indicators (table 1) with
indicators being developed in other regions shows a high degree of complementarity.

A similar exercise under the global Land Quality Indicators (LQI) program achieved international agreement on a set of
"Core LQISs" asinternational reference standards (table 2) (see Pieri and others 1995).

These generic, or core, indicators focus research and development activities on those indicators that have been judged
to be the most useful. However many other studies have identified other indicators, and these also are referenced in the
bibliography.

Site-Specific Indicators

Many indicators have common themes across several domains, but to sort out what might be transferable from site-
specific dataof other domains and prioritize the needs of the current situation, evaluations must also be targeted to the
constraints within the area under examination. Appendix 2 provides some guidance on how to apply indicatorsin rura
development projects.

Research on site-specific indicators, especialy in the developing world, is very sparse. While some work underway in
the devel oped world can be utilized on a site-specific basis, in many cases the data required for the indicator are not
available (such as databases of soil, climate, land use, and management inputs).

Severa of the centers within the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) are conducting
research on indicators of sustainable development. For example, the International Center for Forestry Research
(CIFOR) in Indonesia has launched a program to determine criteriaand indicatorsin the forestry sector; the
International Board for Soil Research and Management (IBSRAM) is researching indicators at the farm level, including
local farmer knowledge; and the International Center for Living Aquatic Resources Management (ICLARM) is
researching sustainability indicatorsfor integrated aguaculture-agriculture farming systems. Becker (1997) providesa
comprehensive summary of research procedures currently used in the CGIAR Centers and by othersto evaluate
agricultural sustainability.

How to Use the Bibliography

The bibliography is areference base for information on agro-environmental indicators, as well as a useful reference
guide to methods being used for indicator research. The references are organized a phabetically and by category. The
biblioaranhv isavailablein hard copv and throuah the WWW
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(http://Aww.ciesin.org/L W-kmn). The electronic version can be searched by author, by key word, by the pillar (of the
FESLM), by specific indicator, and by scope (categories listed under NOTES). Thus searches can be for specific
keywords or combinations (for example, degradation, South America); by any of the pillars of the FESLM (production,
security, protection, viability, acceptability); by region or country; or by scope (national, local). Thisflexibility enables
the user to scan the available information and identify whether publications are pertinent, how they can be obtained, and
where more detailed information isavailable.
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Annotated Bibliography

Acton, D.F., ed. 1994. A Programto Assess and Monitor Soil Quality in Canada: Soil Evaluation Program
Summary. Centre for Land and Biological Resources Research, Research Branch, Agriculture and Agri-Food

UNREGISTERED Qg (NP TML TO PDF CONVERTER By THETA-SOFTWARE
NOTES:
Report identifies the requirements and provides aframework for soil quality evaluation. It summarizesthe
development of improved capabilities for assessing soil quality and for analyzing the impact of soil degradation on
soil quality and crop productivity. It also providesinsightsinto the status of soil quality in Canadathat have been
forthcoming as part of the system developments.

KEY WORDS: Soil quality

Acton, D.F .and Gregorich, L.J., eds. 1995. The Health of Our Soils: Toward Sustainable Agriculture in Canada.
1906/E. Centrefor Land and Biological Resources Research, Research Branch, Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada,
Ottawa, ON. 138 pp.

NOTES:
The health of Canada's agricultural soilsis portrayed by presenting key findings of recent research on:

Soil organic matter and soil structure

Processes that degrade soil, including erosion, salinization, and chemical contamination

Groundwater contamination

Therole of land use and management practicesin degrading, maintaining, or improving soil quality.
KEY WORDS: Sail quality

Adams, W.M. and Mortimore, M.J. 1997. "Agricultural Intensification and Flexibility in the Nigerian Sahel." The
Geography Journal 63:150-60.

ABSTRACT: This paper discusses evidence of agricultural intensification in the Sahelian zone of northeast Nigeria,
drawina from afive-vear monitorina studv of soils. cultivars. and livelihoods

< previous page page 7 next page >



< previous paae page 8 next paae >

Page 8

across environmental and demographic gradients. The paper stresses the importance of flexibility in ecological
management and in economic activities as components of rural livelihood strategies. In the villages studied the
intensity of agricultural operations decreases with annual rainfall amount. However the flexibility in optionswithin
both cropping systems and off-farm employment is greatest in the drier villages. The nature of thisflexibility and its
relevance to debates about intensification are discussed.

UNREGIS@F%? QR NI S AR eSS VSRR A R EPRTE N FTwARE

Pillars: Production, viability, acceptability

Indicators: Labor ha-1, landesque capital, cultivation frequency, percent of land cultivated, farming technologies,
soil fertility management, crop-livestock integration

Scope: Local, regionad

Unit of measurement: Varied

Agricultural Economics Research Institute. Unpublished. "Development of an Agricultural Nutrient Balance
Indicator: Progress Report from Finland." COM/AGR/CA/ ENV/EPOC/RD(96)88. Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development, Paris. 8 pp.

NOTES:

PFillars: Viability, protection

Indicator: Agricultural nutrient balance

Description: Nutrient balanceis an indicator of how many nutrients are lost to the environment in the production
process.

Purpose: Nutrient balances have been calculated in Finland for the past five years. Most of the calculations are done
at thefarm level. Specificaly, these farm-level calculations are conducted on organic farms where nutrient
rrrana_gement isan essential practice, and information on the nutrient flows is the cornerstone for the production
planning.

Scope: Farm, but can be expanded to regional and national

Production method: Organic

Unit of measurement: Ratio

Farm Gate Balance: The amount of purchased nutrient inputs compared to the nutrient contents of outputs sold
fromthe farm.

Surface Balance: Nutrients entering versus exiting from the soil.

Methods of measurement:

Farm Gate Balance: Nitrogen and phosphorous contents of inputs are compared to corresponding figuresin the
outputs. Further, some other components that are not purchased are included in the cal culation sheet, such asthe
deposition of nitrogen from the atmosphere and biological fixation of nitrogen from the air.

+ Nutrient contents purchased inputs (fertilizers, manure, fodder and animals)
+ Deposition of nitrogen

+ Biological nitrogen fixation

- Nutrient contents of the sold products (milk, meat, manure, grains)

= Farm gate balance.

Surface Balance: With regard to inputs the cal cul ation takes into account the use of chemical fertilizers and manure.
Deposition of the nitrogen and biological nitrogen fixation can also be taken into account. For outputs, the nutrient
contents of harvested crops are calculated for aross surface
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balance. If we take into account the evaporation of the nitrogen in the manure and the fact that all nitrogenin
manureisnot in afeasible form for plantsto be utilized, we get a net surface balance.

+ Nutrient content of the purchased fertilizers
+ Nutrient content of manure used on farm
+ Deposition of nitrogen
+ Niological nitrogen fixation
UNREGINuittiéntdoniéhtleflHeharizsted dibfis TO PDF CONVERTER By THETA-SOFTWARE
- evaporation and non-feasible nitrogen
= Surface balance (aross) = Surface balance (net)

Assessment of Available Data: Calculating nutrient balances at the farm level is straightforward but tedious.
Keeping account of all nutrients entering the system isadifficult task in animal husbandry (keeping track of
nutrients in foodstuffs). Thus this approach may require too much extrawork to be feasible in practice.

The approach of surface balance suits fairly well for present data collection processes. Regional or country level
calculations of surface balance are also ssimpler to carry out. The datais generally available for different regions, for
example, animal numbers and crop production. But there are two methods to estimate fertilizer usage for nutrient
balance calculation.

Coefficients can be used to calculate the uptake of nutrients by crop. However this does not tell anything about the
real fertilizing quantities. For example, in the case of poor weather conditions the yields lag behind normal yield
levels. Thusin using crop uptake functions there may not seem to be much nutrient surplus, but as the farmer may
still have been fertilizing on averagerisk level, the actual nutrient run-offs may have been quite high. Therefore,
using crop uptake functions we do not always capture the real nutrient surpluses.

The second approach isto relate the data more closely to actual use. If there are fertilizer companies on the market
or selling and buying of fertilizers takes place over national borders, the situation becomes more complicated.
Alternatively, a census could be used for assessing the real fertilizing levelsfor different crops on different regions.

Limitations: Nutrient balances do not precisely tell where the nutrient osses emerge from or to what extent the
losses leach to the watercourses or discharge to the air.

One major question concerning the feasibility of nutrient balances as an indicator is the problem of external factors,
such as weather and soil type, affecting the build-up of the surplus. Because of the weather yield levelsvary from
year to year.

KEY WORDS: Viahility, protection, nutrient balance

Armstrong, T. and Clark, Robert G. 1996. "Correlates of Biological Diversity on Saskatchewan Farmland,” pp.
1317 in Stushnoff, C.T., ed. Proceedings of the Second Sustainable Land Management Workshop, University of
Saskatchewan, 20 February 1996. Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, Saskatoon, SK. 29 pp.

NOTES:

Introduction: Agriculture has produced widespread loss and degradation of natural habitatsin many areas of the
Canadian prairies, but in recent years agricultural policies have been designed and promoted to conserve soil and
water quality and to indirectly benefit the environment, including wildlife. These new policies recognize that
environmental sustainability isacentral pillar of sustainable agriculture. However several questionsremain
unanswered regarding direct and indirect benefits of soil and water conservation practicesto wildlife. Does
retainina stubble
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vialow-till systems, including zero-till, provide productive habitat for wildlife? What are the implications of
increased use of pesticides and fertilizers for wildlife and its habitat, including wetlands? The degree to which
natural habitats are exposed to agrochemicals and whether such exposure is detrimental is not yet certain.
Comparisons of habitat quality, wetland, and wildlife populations across farming systems, especially conventional
versus conservation tillage farms and side-by-side comparisons of conventional and organic farms, will help to
answer these questions and guide policy, aswell as provide assistance to farm producers.
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Banerjee, R. 1996. "Summary of Activitiesin Fiscal-Y ear 1995-96." Report 14. Environment Bureau, Policy
Branch, Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, Ottawa, ON. 23 pp.

NOTES:
Summarizes activities of Agri-Environmental Indicator Project for 1995-96 fiscal year and provides a description of
indicators under investigation

Pillar: Protection

Indicator: Risk of water contamination

Description: Identifiestrendsin the risk of water contamination from agrichemicals. The indicator will track primary
agriculture's success in minimizing water pollution risks and identify areas at higher relative risk. The components
of thisindicator are nutrient contamination risk and pesticide contamination risk.

Unit of measurement: Ratio of the potential contamination concentration (mg/L) to the maximum allowable
concentration (mg/L). Indicator may be reported in risk classes.

Data: Precipitation, evapotranspiration, nutrient inputs, nutrient outputs, crop yields, livestock densities, pesticide
use, soil characteristics, land management practices, water quality (see MacDonald and Gleig 1996)

Pillar: Protection

Indicator: Agroecosystem biodiversity change

Description: The species abundance/diversity component measures changesin diversity and abundance of soil fauna
and possibly other species groupsin relation to major agricultural cropping systems. The habitat availability
component will report on changes in the availability of broad habitat types such as wetlands and woodlands.

Unit of measurement:
The unit of expression for species abundance/diversity has not been determined.

The habitat availability component of thisindicator will be expressed in change in area and ratio of unimproved
pasture and other habitat typesto total farmland.

Data:

Species abundance/diversity: Species abundance and taxonomic richness of groups of non-domesticated biota
inhabiting agroecosystems and maj or representative cropping systems

Habitat availability: Areaof unimproved land for pasture, grazing, or hay and eventually the area of grasslands,
wetlands, and woodlands

Pillar: Protection

Indicator: Soil degradation risk

Description: Reports trends in the extent, severity, and vulnerability of agricultural landsto soil erosion,
sdinization. and chanoein soil oraanic matter levels. Theindicator will identifv areas of
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higher relative risk of degradation and measure progress in managing agricultural lands sustainably.
Unit of measurement:

The soil erosion (water, wind) component of thisindicator will be measured in tonnes/ halyr, expressed in 5
class&of risk (tolerable, low, moderate, high, severe).

il salinization will be expressed in dimensionless multi |cat|ve|ndexl(:_ to40 d|V|ded|nto3cIasse£of
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Units of expression for the soil organic matter component have not been determined.
Data

Erosion: Estimated erosion, percentage change in erosion rate; Universal Soil Loss Equation "C" factor, erosion
reduction by crop residue

Sdlinization: Electrical conductivity, land area, topography, net aridity (climate), and ratio of permanent cover to
summerfallow (see Eilers and others, 1996)
Soil Organic Matter: To be determined
Pillar: Viability
Indicator: Input use efficiency
Description: Consists of two components: irrigation by application system efficiency and use efficiency for
fertilizer/pesticide/energy. Theirrigation application system efficiency component tracks the efficiencies of various
application systems and the land area upon which water is applied by each of these systems. The
fertilizer/pesticide/energy-use efficiency component reportsinput use efficiency (productivity) by measuring long-
term trends in the amounts of each input used per unit of aggregate production output.

Unit of measurement:

Irrigation by application system efficiency is expressed as the percentage of the water that passes through the
applicator that is used by the crop.

Fertilizer/pesticide/energy-use efficiency is expressed as aratio of inputs over outputs expressed as an index
with the base year set at 100.

Data:

Irrigation: Information available from research and field trials on the efficiency of the application systemstracks
the land area being irrigated and the application system in use.
Fertilizer/pesticide/energy: Aggregate fertilizer, pesticide, and energy inputs (implicit quantity in constant
dollars) and aggregate primary output of crops (grains, oilseeds, forages, fruits, vegetables, and so forth) and
livestock (cattle, hogs, dairy poultry); total use; intensity of use; and use efficiency (see Narayanan, 1995)
Pillar: Acceptability
Indicator: Farm resource management
Description: The soil cover and management component estimates the proportion of cultivated land falling under
various classes of soil residue cover (low, medium, high) and the adoption rate of selected soil conservation
practices. Farm inputs management tracks the extent of adoption by farmers of selected best management practices
for inputs (fertilizer, manure, and pesticides).

Unit of measurement:

Soil cover and management is expressed as a percent adoption of soil conservation practices and trendsin areas
of cultivated land with high, medium, and low soil residue cover.

Farm inputs management will be expressed as the distribution and frequency of use of the identified inputs
management practices.

Data:

Soil cover/management: The proportion of farmland under various crops, summerfallow, pasture, conventional
tillaoe. conservation tillage. no-till: the adootion of selected erosion control practices
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Farm inputs management: How liquid manureis stored; how commercia (chemical) fertilizer isapplied;
whether any pest control methods other than chemical pesticides are used (see Hillary and others, 1995)

Pillar: Protection
Indicator: Agroecosystem greenhouse gas (GHG) balance
Description: Tracks the accumulation and release of the principal greenhouse gases from the agricultural sector and

UNREGIS Y e T e s 210 0P e A KRB GRHT s SEESY ARFnes per year. The
integrated GHG balance will be expressed in tonnes of CO2 equivalent units.

Data: Fertilizer use, cropping patterns, fossil fuel consumption, animal populations, manure production and storage,
estimated soil carbon flux, and other related factors (see Smith and others, 1995)

KEY WORDS: Protection, viability, acceptability, soil quality, water quality, biodiversity, inputs, emissions,
resourcemanagement

Batie, S.S. 1995. "Developing Indicators for Environmental Sustainability: The Nuts and Bolts." Special Report 89.
World Bank, Washington, D.C. 164 pp.

NOTES:

Conference proceedings provide a summary of research being done in the area of indicators including updates from
Australia, Canada, the US, and the OECD, aswell as general papers on the challenge of defining sustainability and
economic principles of indicator development.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (general)

Batjes, N.H. 1996a. "Global Assessment of Land Vulnerability to Water Erosion on a 1/2° by 1/2° Grid." Report
96/08, International Soil Reference and Information Centre (ISRIC), Wageningen, The Netherlands. 16 pp.

ABSTRACT: A simple methodology for assessing the risk of water erosion at the global level is presented. It usesa
1/2° latitude by 1/2° longitude soil database developed at | SRIC and auxiliary databases on climate and land cover
with asimilar spatial resolution. Area estimates are presented for (a) susceptible areas, as determined by rainfall
erosivity, topography, and soil erodibility, and (b) vulnerable areas, as further determined by the pressure of current
land use. Model output for vulnerability is evaluated against observed data on severity of soil degradation by water,
as presented on the map of human-induced soil degradation (GLASOD). Cross-tabulation of the vulnerability and
GLASOD subsets gave asignificant Cramer's correlation coefficient of 0.72 (P < <0.005). Thus afair geographic
agreement was observed between the grid cells considered vulnerable to water erosion, under current conditions of
land cover, and regions in which water erosion occurs currently.

The qualitative model can serveto raise awareness on issues of soil degradation by water at the global level by
identifying regions at risk, where more detailed studies are needed. However it does not provide any information on
the actual rate of erosion at field scale or on the associated decrease in crop productivity and biodiversity. The study
of productivity changes associated with water-erosion at different scalesis currently an important topic on ISRIC's
research agenda.

KEY WORDS: Land dearadation. vulnerabilitv. water-induced soil erosion. alobal model. GIS. GLASOD
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Batjes, N.H.. 1996b. "A Qualitative Assessment of Water Erosion Risk Using 1:5 M SOTER Data: An Application
for Northern Argentina, South-east of Brazil, and Uruguay." Report 96/04. International Soil Reference and
Information Centre, Wageningen, The Netherlands. 14 pp.

ABSTRACT: A simple Pressure-State-Response model for assessment of the risk of water erosion at the continental
scaleis presented, in which soil erodibility, slope, rainfall erosivity, and land use (a coarse indicator of human-

i the main olling f qualitati d input from the 1.5
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The methodol ogy was devel oped and tested for a pilot area bounded by latitude 49° W to 61° W and 28° Sto 35° S,
covering parts of Argentina, Brazil, and Uruguay (about 656" 103 km2). Thisinitial desk study shows the potential
of the 1:5 million scale SOTER database for identifying areas at risk from water erosion. However there wasllittle

possibility to evaluate the outcome of the model against ‘ground-truth’ or to quantify effects of food production on
water erosion, and vice-versa, for which more detailed follow-up studies are needed.

NOTES:

Pillar: Protection

Indicator: Erosion

Scope: Regional, national

Unit of measurement: Qualitative, comparative

KEY WORDS: Degradation, soil erosion, GIS, SOTER, LATIN AMERICA.

Becker, B. 1997. "Sustainability Assessment: A Review of Vaues, Concepts, and Methodological Approaches.”
"Issuesin Agriculture" 10. CGIAR Secretariat, Washington, D.C. 63 pp.

SUMMARY:: The report is one of the most comprehensive literature reviews of the concepts and procedures for
assessing sustainability. It discusses sustainability from philosophical, environmental, economic, social, and cultural
perspectives and provides recommendations on indicator devel opment and operationalization of the concepts. The
report includes an overview of current sustainability indicators, as follows:

Economic Indicators:
Modified gross national product
Discount rates

Depletion costs
Pollution costs
Total factor productivity
Willingnessto pay
Contingent value method
Hedonic price method
Travel cost approach

Social Indicators:

Equity coefficients
Disposablefamily income
Social costs

Participation
Tenurerights

Environmental Indicators:
Yieldtrends
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Coefficients for limited resources
Depletion rates
Pollution rates
Material and energy flows and balances

UNREGISTEREDSAIRSION OF HTML TO PDF CONVERTER By THETA-SOFTWARE
Modeling

Empirical
Deterministic-analytical
Deterministic-numerical

Bioindicators

Composite Indicators:

Unranked lists of indicators

Scoring systems

Integrated system properties.

NOTES:

Pillars: Productivity, security; protection, viability, acceptability
Indicator: Varied, aslisted above

Scope: Local to national

Unit of measurement: Varied

KEY WORDS: Sustainability, indicators, economic, environmental, social

Benites, J.R. and Tschirley, J.B. 1997. "Land Quality Indicators and Their Usein Sustainable Agriculture and
Rural Development." FAO Land and Water Bulletin 5. Proceedings of a Workshop on Land Quality Indicators for
Sustai nable Resource Management organized by the Land and Water Development Division, FAO Agriculture
Department, and the Research, Extension, and Training Division, FAO Sustainable Devel opment Department,
2526 January, 1996. FAO, Rome, Italy. 212 pp.

Summary Report and Conclusions: A workshop entitled "Land Quality Indicators for Sustainable Resource
Management," held at FAO Headquartersin Rome, was attended by FAO technical staff and invited participants
from Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, the International Soil Reference and Information Center, UNEP, World
Bank, and private consultants. A total of 14 papers were given over three sessions. The workshop provided a
technical forum to discussissues relating to land quality indicators (LQIs) and their use by planners and
policymakers. LQIs can be used at the national and district levelsto assess the qualities of land, monitor its
changing conditions, and formulate policies and devel opment programmes that take land quality into account.

Thereismuch concern that land quality is changing, but that there is not enough formal monitoring of what is
changingin what direction or at what rate. Percelved improvementsin land quality attributable to development
programmes and projects are provided more by guesswork and wishful thinking than by the use of indicators or the
results of planned monitoring.

Discussions in FAO and numerous international fora have contributed to the ongoing debate on indicators of
sustainable devel opment. Due in part to the range of interest and disciplinesinvolved, there is not yet a consensus
on the specific features of sustainability indicators or their strengths and weaknesses. How indicators are used can
help to identify important problems and successes or may lead to confusion or misinterpretation.

The FAO aready plays an important rolein collating information related to LQIs, but an important emerging
challenoeisto imorove the aualitv of existina data: identifv what additional
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data are needed; geographically reference FAO data; devel op linkages among the natural resources, social, and
economic dimensions; and especially to make data more easily accessible to the devel oping countries.

Specific Workshop Objectives;
Seek consensus on major issues related to measuring land quality
ve toward an integrated set of L Isfor assessin he resource base and monitori ngi_chanchéa conditions
UNREGISTEROE[? VERSIO FHIL PDE Cegl\l gTER By THETA-SOFTWARE
entify sources o aandin orm lon requir op |nd|c ors

Establish linkages between social/economic issues and L QIs (and promote the use of LQIs by economists and
social scientists)

Identify opportunities for practical testing plus application of LQIsin the countries.
Workshop Results

Major issuesrelated to measuring land quality: The workshop concluded that different indicators are needed to
track changes in each of the land's main components (and their subdivisions) and that the data and information
needs are so diverse, ranging from farmersto politicians, that asingle, core set of indicatorsis probably not possible
to develop over the short term.

Some generic indicators were presented in the framework of an integrated, holistic approach to land-use decisions
and management and the changes in important biophysical and socioeconomic attributes of land units that must be
monitored, especialy for:

Changes in the condition of land resources, both positive and negative

Changes in areas arising from different land uses

Rates of adaptation and adoption of recommended/suggested practices

Changesin farm management practices

Changesin yields and other outputs resulting from project interventions or other development
Rural development issues such asland tenure, population density

Water resources

Fisheries and aguaculture

Forest management

Land-soil nutrients.

Different levels of planning and programming need to be distinguished. For farm-level change detailed information
is best achieved from observations and records from single farms. One also needs to find out over what areaand on
what percentage of farms similar results may be found. The lower the level the more detailed the indicators become.

The amount of detail that needs to be recorded increases as one moves along the sequence of guestions: (a) s any
change occurring, and in what directionpositive or negative? (b) What is changing? (c) How great is the change? (d)
How rapidly isit occurring? (€) What processes of change are in motion? (f) Why have these processes of change
been set in motion?

The Pressure-state-response (PSR) framework was generally accepted, but questions were raised about its
limitations in terms of cause and effect relationships; responding to changing state conditions; and ability to address
biophysical, social, and economic issuesin a holistic manner. The importance of PSR being issue- or objective-
driven and not indicator-driven, was underlined.

Thetime aspect was also raised, especially change and trend analysis as being more useful than static, assessment-
types of information. For time-to-time comparisons the same individual s/groups/farms/sites should be used to
provide directly comparable time-series of data.

Regarding integration of different indicators within FAO aimed at measuring sustai nability, the agro-ecological
zoning (AEZ) approach was endorsed with the recommendation that it be expanded to a more detailed scale and
include social and economic information layers.

Some open issues and problemsto be solved include:
Sources of data are numerous. but how can thev be best structured and classified?
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How to integrate and link natural science with social science indicators and approaches?
Whether "simple" indicators are operationally possible or desirable?
Pilot case studies should be considered to answer the above questions.

Management and inter pretation of data and information to develop indicators: It isimportant that available data
and information arei nter&_%ted adequately and that the resulting indicators are communicated effectively and

UNREGIS ki HdyLn drianEahichcdr bééasi indestobd The tadk Aorird edffthefefore Mébkies:
Reducing the mass of detail into clearly |abeled tables
Integrating similar materials from various parts of the information system

Assembling results over time or by geographical area, so that trends and inter-area comparisons become
apparent

Ensuring that analyzed and interpreted material is credible and, if unexpected or unusual, backed by specific
supporting evidence (quality assurance)

Preparing brief, concise, and clear narrative material that istimely and designed for the specific target audience.

Valuable data are uselessif they are not analyzed and presented in a decision-support context. But an excess of
analysis using statistical techniques misapplied to datathat do not fulfill statistical requirements may result in
presentation of results with spurious reliability and coefficients that the user does not understand.

Testing and application of LQIsin countries. Field projects are one way to gain experience and test methods that
can improve the measurement of changesin land qualities, but many countries are also capable of carrying out their
own LQI programmes, and thisisindeed highly desirable. Country studies could address:

Examples of improvementsin land quality (for example, results of soil conservation and land-use planning case
studies)

Country case studies based on amatrix of AEZ x land-use intensity x data availability
Use of land quality information for policy analysis

Development of a meta-database of |and quality information sources

Development of improved AEZ case studies

Experiencein compiling farm-level indicators

Experiences with regard to data quality and aggregation

District level land-use mapping by farmers

L QI dataaggregation.

Guidelines are needed to assist analysts in following common approaches to studying and devel oping land quality
indicators.

NOTES:

Pillars: All

Indicators: Varied, many are mentioned without explanation of derivation
Scope: Local, regional, and global

Unit of measurement: Varied

KEY WORDS: Indicators, sustainable agriculture, rural development

Berger, A.R. 1996. Tools for Assessing Rapid Environmental Changes: The 1995 Geoindicator Checklist. ITC
Pub. 46 ITC, Enschede, The Netherlands.

ABSTRACT: The evolutionary history of the earth and the biosphere has been punctuated throughout by
environmental chanaoes that reduced or enhanced the canacitv of terrestrial |landscanesto
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provide aplace for healthy life. The condition of the environment at any time reflects not only human influences but
also natural processes and phenomenathat may be causing change, whether or not people are present. Moreover,
away from obvious sources of human disturbances (cities, waste disposal sites, mines, deforested areas) it may be
extraordinarily difficult to separate the effects of human actions from those caused by "background" natural
processes. A newly compiled checklist of geological indicators of rapid environmental changeillustrates this point.
Listed in the report are 27 earth system processes and phenomena that are liable to changein less than a centuryin
UNREGI STTEEIEENEVER@QD Nor@EEe e alvextanO Hat ey CheS\OiEe FEnE Y eRyi DR el SSE il yRaRd ecological

ealth. Geoindicators have been devel oped as toolsto assist in integrated assessments of natural environments and
ecowstems aswell asfor State of the Environment reporting. As descriptors of common earth processes that
operate in oneterrestrial setting or another, geoindicators represent collectively anew kind of landscape metric, one
that concentrates on the nonliving components of the lithosphere, pedosphere, and hydrosphere and their
interactions with the atmosphere and biosphere (including humans). The geoindicator checklist was devel oped by
the International Union of Geologica Sciences through its Commission on Geological Sciencesfor Environmental
Planning.

NOTES:

Pillars: Protection

Indicators: Coral chemistry and growth patterns; desert surface crusts and fissures; dune formation and reactivation;
dust storm magnitude, duration, and frequency; frozen ground activity; glacier fluctuations; groundwater quality;
groundwater chemistry in the unsaturated zone; groundwater level; karst activity; lake levelsand salinity; relative
sealevel; sediment sequence and composition; seismicity; shoreline position; slope failure (landslides); soil and
sediment erosion; soil quality; streamflow; stream channel morphol ogy; stream sediment storage and load;
subsurface temperature regime; surface displacement; surface water quality; volcanic unrest; wetlands extent,
structure and hydrology; wind erosion

Scope: Genera

Unit of measurement: Varied

KEY WORDS: Geological, indicators, geosphere, lithosphere, pedosphere, hydrosphere, land use, degradation.

BMZ and GTZ. 1995. "Promoting Sustainable Soil Management," in Development Cooperation: A Guide. Federa
Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ) and Deutsche Gesellschaft fur Technische
Zusammenarbeit (GTZ) GmbH, Eschborn. 57 pp.

NOTES:

The report highlights the role of sustainable soil management for an environmentally viable development overall. It
isintended as aguide for promoting sustainable soil management as part of German development policy.

The guide is made up of two major parts. thefirst, "Policy for Promoting Sustainable Soil Management in
Developing Countries,”" locates sustainable soil management in devel opment policy, looking in particular at the
correl ation between sustainable soil management and sustainabl e devel opment.

The second part dealsin more detail with the topic and lays the conceptua foundation for planning projectsin soil
management. |t presents ageneral picture of the form and scale of soil degradation and describes the major
degradation processes and their causes. The last part deals with designing measures to promote sustainabl e soil
management. Specific measures are needed for specific conditions; therefore the guide does not specify approaches
or measures for indi-
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vidual agroecological zones and economic areas, but rather confinesiits attention to general principles.
KEY WORDS: Sustainable land management, soil quality

Bomans, E. Vanogeval, L. Vandendriessche, H. and Geypens, M. Unpublished. "Development of an Agricultural
Soil Quality Indicator: Progress Report from Belgium." COM/AGR/CA/ENV/EPOC(96)85. Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development, Paris. 19 pp.
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Pillar: Protection
Indicator: Soil quality
Description: The area of agricultural land affected by a decreased inherent capacity to produce agricultural crops of
an appropriate quality and in adequate quantities, in a sustainable manner, within the given context of climate and
availabletechnology
Scope: National, regional, local
Unit of measurement: Ha. or percentage of total agricultural land
Methods of measurement: Thisindicator on soil quality will mainly concentrate onirreversible, or only slowly
reversible, phenomena of degradation and deterioration, such as soil erosion, depletion of organic matter, or
pollution by heavy metals. Thereislessfocus on factors that can be rapidly corrected such as soil fertility, in the
sense of the capacity of the soil to provide plant nutrients. However, in the case of continuously negative nutrient
balances, it might be useful to consider including this factor (and perhaps others) into the indicator.

For the time being, the following attributes will be considered to be included in the indicator. Other attributes may
be added at later stages according to prevailing conditions, such as:

Wind Erosion: Little dataavailable.

Water Erosion: Specific criteriafor acceptable levels of soil erosion have not yet been established. In the
meantime the internationally accepted limit of 10 tonnes/halyear or 1 mm per year is being used (thisisthe
average rate of soil formation).

Salinization: No data on salinization of soils.

Contamination: Term covers awide range of components that can be split according to type (organic, inorganic)
and to origin (atmosphere, fertilizers, manure, sludge, pesticides).

Sail Structure: Compaction risk could be derived from soil maps (susceptibility to compaction) and combined
with data on soil management (type of machinery, average plot size, crops, and so forth).

Waterlogging: Drainage classis the second criterion of Belgian soil classification and areas suffering from
waterlogaing can easily be located on the soil map.

Acidification (soil pH): Acidification of agricultura land is attributed to several agents, but mainly to deposition
of acidifying substances and the use of manure fertilizers. On both parameters substantial datais available. If
necessary these data could be combined with data from the soil map to calculate risk of acidification of the
agricultural land.

Organic Matter Content: Belgian soil map provides agreat detail of information on the organic matter content of
top soil. However the map must be seen as a historic document for reference since it has not been updated since
1960s. A number of projects are looking at monitoring organic matter status of soil.

Each attribute is evaluated in its own specific way to receive aquotation from 1 to 4 based on ageneral appreciation
of the effect or of the risknone, dight, moderate, or severe. Soil quality is considered to be as good as its worst
attribute.
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Limitations: Authorstested their method on the Belgian situation. It became clear that the proposed indicator cannot

be completely worked out yet, using existing information.
KEY WORDS: Protection, soil quality

Bryant, D. 1995. "The Ecosystem Indicators Model: A Concept Proposal." World Resources I nstitute, Washington,

D.C. 6 pp.
UNREGISNeRES) VERSION OF HTML TO PDF CONVERTER By THETA-SOFTWARE

The World Resources | nstitute proposes to devel op a GI S prototype indicator application useful for guiding
national-level conservation decisionmaking and related land-use planning, aswell asfor meeting reporting
requirements spelled out in the Biodiversity Convention and Agenda 21. This prototype would build on ongoing
collaborative indicator research with the Nationa Institute for Public Health and Protection in the Netherlands to
define anindicator framework for assessing anthropogenic pressures on natural and seminatural areas. The indicator
application proposed here is based on a conceptual model developed out of this collaborative research, entitled the

Ecosystem Indicators Moddl (EIM).
KEY WORDS: Protection, biodiversity

Cann, M. Dumanski, J. Gameda, S. and Brklacich, M. 1994. "Development of Indicators of Soil Quality and

Sustainable Land Management: Using Knowledge and Information Obtained from Innovative Con
Farmers," in Acton, D.F., ed. A Program to Assess and Monitor Soil Quality in Canada: Soil Qual

servation
ity Evaluation

Program Summary. Centre for Land and Biological Resources Research, Research Branch, Agriculture and Agri-

Food Canada, Ottawa, ON.
NOTES:
Pillar: Acceptability
Indicator: Adoption of innovative conservation practices

Description: Innovative conservation farmers are those who are early adapters and refiners of conservation

technologies
Scope: Locd

Unit of measurement: A comparison between innovative conservation farmer observations and results of

conventional degradation studies

Methods of measurement: A detailed questionnaire was designed to capture the observations of innovative
conservation farmers, aswell asto identify the indicators used by the farmers to define the symptoms of soil

degradation.

Theinnovative conservation farmers reported the use of percent organic matter as an indicator of soil quality and
suggested various sustai nabl e practices that may maintain or increase organic matter content. Indicators of SLM

identified by theinnovative conservation farmerswere:
Decrease in the areathat is summerfallowed
Increase in acreage allocated to forage or grazing pasture (livestock integration)

Increased use of winter crops to distribute the workload throughout the year and provide soil cover

Decreasein field sizes
Crop diversification by including crops such as legumes or foragesin arotation
Decrease in the application of commercia fertilizers
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Increase in erosion and moisture-control activities such as shelterbelt establishments, grassing of natural
waterways, contour plowing, and standing stubble

Increased use of herbicides for weed control on fallow
| mproved drai naqe and recharge/di scharge management
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ologies

Increased research activities into conservation practices and new crop varieties

Return of soil organisms such as earthworms

Development of new markets for crops such aswinter rye, winter wheat, and forages.
KEY WORDS: Acceptability, resource management

Chisholm, A.H. and Dumsday, R.G. 1995. "Environmental Indicators and Land Resources Policy: An Australian
Perspective,” pp. 6998 in Batie, S.S., ed. "Developing Indicators for Environmental Sustainability: The Nutsand
Bolts." Special Report 89. World Bank, Washington, D.C.

NOTES:

Summarizes Australia's State of the Environment undertaking. As part of the OECD environmental program,
member countries have been encouraged to devel op their own sets of environmental indicatorsin collaboration with
each other. An unstated objective of the program isto demonstrate to nonmember countries, particularly those of the
developing world, that OECD countries are managing their environments responsibly.

Recommended indicators were determined in part by whether or not the relevant data are widely available, or

obtai nable by measurement or from records, at reasonable cost. It is significant that the list does not include several
indicators that are often favored, at least in principle, by scientists. State of Victoria, probably has the best data sets
of any statein Australia, but still hasimportant gaps.

Recommended indicators

On-site

V egetative cover (type and extent)

Crop yields and protein content

Soil nutrient inputs and outputs

Chemical residuesin crops

Salinity (salt-affected and salt-prone areas)

Off-site _ _
Groundwater hydrology and quality animals
Surface water hydrology and quality

Other indicators

Soil erosion

Soil structure

Soil nutrient status (N, P, K, Ca)

Soil pH

Agricultural chemicalsand fuel usage
Chemical residuesin livestock

Soil biological indicators

Native floraand fauna

Pest plants and animals
Waterlogging

Loss of agricultural land to other uses

Agriculturally related pest plants and
Native floraand fauna

Sediment accumulation in chemical residues Human health effects of agricultural chemical use

Chemical residuesin native biota
Specific areas

Chemical residues in soils (onsite)
Chemical residuesin sediments (offsite)

Source: Commissioner for the Environment (Victoria, Australia).
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The OECD and others recognize that Total Factor Productivity (TFP) of an agricultural system, calculated asthe
changein the ratio of the index of measured outputs to that of measured inputs, provides a useful indicator of
sustainability. This measure could redefine a sustainable agricultural system as one with constant or increasing TFP
and output over time.

Limitations: While land isincluded in the calculation of TFP, it is not measured in away that fully captures any
onrecls BRI e T R SR B A ST SRR o e

Environmental indicators and their normalizing units

Indicator Green League of Nations Bruntona where different
CO2 emissions From energy production/capita From energy production/km?2
Nox emissions Per capita Per km2
Sox emissions Per capita Per km2
Water abstraction  Per capita As percentage of renewable water
resources
Sewagetreatment  Per cent of population
Protected areas Per cent of total land area
Threatened species Per cent of total mammal & bird
Species
Wastegeneration  Per capita Per km2

Energy intensity Primary energy supply per $1,000 of
GDP

Transportintensity Passenger kmin private vehiclesper Passenger kmin all vehicles per per

N capita capita
N fertilizer Per km2 of arable and permanent
application cropland

a. Brunton, R. 1994. Environmental Indicators: Sustainable Development or Political Tool? Tasman
Institute Occasional Paper
B2. Mebourne.

Used to compare Australiain relation to other OECD countries. Depending on how the indicators are measured, the
rates differ, with Brunton's method being higher than those of the Green League.

KEY WORDS: Protection, viability, soil quality, water quality, biodiversity, nutrient balance, inputs

CSD. 1996a. Indicators of Sustainable Development: Framework and Methodologies. Commission for Sustainable
Development, United Nations Department for Policy Coordination and Sustainable Development, New Y ork, New
Y ork. World Wide Web http://www.un.ora/dpcsd/index.html.

ABSTRACT: Inthe four years since the Rio Earth Summit (UNCED) there have been many initiatives to promote
sustainable development. Indicators are useful toolsto gain insight regarding the progress made in achieving
sustainable development. Agenda 21 callsfor countries, international organizations, and nongovernmental
organizations to devel op and use indicators of sustainable development.

Building on many national and international initiatives aimed at developing and using indicators, the Commission
on Sustainable Development in 1995 adopted awork program on indicators for sustainable development. The
proaram includes aninitial set of 130 indicators.
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To facilitate the use of these indicators and test their practicability at the same time, methodol ogy sheets have been
developed for each of them. This publication presents these methodology sheets.

The goal isto have agood set of indicators for sustainable development by the year 2000.

NOTES:
Below isabrief description of indicators that are applicable to SLM.
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Four subindices; three arerelevant to FESLM

Pillar: Protection
Indicator: Extent of protection of soil

Pillar: Protection
Indicator: Extent of degradation

Pillar: Productivity

Indicator: Measure of productivity

Description: Thisindicator assesses the condition or degree of stability, which can be a clue of probable
sustainability of natural resource uses in mountain areas. Another purpose of the indicator isto identify obvious
land degradation and misuses that need policy responsesin order for mountains to be returned to sustainable use.
Scope: Regional

Unit of measurement: Thefirst two indicators relate to land use or misuse and can be measured in hectares of land
area and expressed as the percentage of amountain area. The last indicator measures yields of natural resource
products (fuelwood, timber, wildlife food, nonwood forest products, and so forth) that can be expressed in dollars,
grain equivalent unit, or other values and compared to the replacement of these productsin terms of reproduction
and growth.

Targets: Chapter 13 of Agenda 21 establishes abjectivesfor sustainable devel opment related to land productivity
and appropriate use. The indicator is suitable for the setting of local targets. In some casesit can relate to national
targetsfor forestry and land use.

Methods of measurement: For the subindices on soil protection, hazard zones, and degraded areas, many of the
measurements of vegetation, soils, and land uses are standard procedures that draw on sources such as remote
sensing, existing maps, geographic information system (GIS) databases, field observations, and so forth, to assess
land use conditions. Forest assessment data and soil surveys, for example, may be used. Some of the measurements,
such asidentification of landslide hazard areas, are somewhat more specific but use the same measurement
techniques. The subindex on productivity takes volumetric unitsfor yields of natural resource products (fuelwood,
timber, wildlife food, nonwood forest products). This may also be converted to a standard unit of value, for
example, to dollars or agrain equivalent type unit.

Limitations. Often data are not readily available for mountain areas and may need to be collected. Productivity isa
complex measurement to standardize. Surveysfor productivity, if based on interviews, are subject to bias. The
rationale for thisindex and its aggregation hasits limitations and may not apply to all countries. Attemptsto
extrapol ate data into mountain areas are not advisable. Hazard zones, such aslandslide areas, require techniques
specific to mountain areas.

Pillar: Security
Indicator: National monthlv rainfall index
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Description: The national average of monthly station rainfall, weighted by the long-term station rainfall average
Scope: National, but could be adapted to regional

Unit of measurement: The preferred measure is the departure from average in standard deviations. An alternate
measure is the absolute value or departure from the average in millimeters.

Methods of measurement: Indicator is computed from monthly station rainfall data

Limitations: Most dryland ecosystems transcend national boundaries. I ntra-seasonal patterns (such as bimodal
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of suitable rainfall stations.

Pillar: Protection

Indicator: Irrigation percent of arableland

Description: Land area under irrigation as a percentage of total arable land area

Scope: Nationa, regional

Unit of measurement: Percent

Targets: Theindicator can lend itself to the establishment of national targets. It relates to targets for global, regional,
and national food security.

Methods of measurement: Irrigated area (area equipped with hydraulic structures) divided by arable land.
Limitations. There are conceptual and methodological difficulties of interpretation. Some national data use a narrow
definition while other data may be broadly defined. Some countries report areas with irrigation facilities, while
others use areas provided with water. The indicator value does not capture the quality or conditions of either land or
water resources. Knowledge of other factors such as crops grown, agroecological zone type, and distribution of farm
sizewould berelevant to itsinterpretation. Other aspects of irrigation, including equity, efficiency, and importance
to the overall national agricultural production are not reflected in the indicator. The indicator does not provide a
measure of lands with irrigation potential.

Indicator: Wood harvesting intensity

Description: The indicator compares the total forest fellings as percentage of net annual increment. In other words it
compares the amount of yearly (or other time period) harvested wood or any other forest product with the annual
increment from the forest. If annual increment is not known, allowable cut can be used as a surrogate.

Scope: Regiona

Unit of measurement: Percent

Targets: In general the target would be set by the sustained yield principle. Several countries have calculated their
total annual allowable cut, or total annual increment, and their total annual removals. Most devel oped countries are
harvesting between 70 to 80 percent of the total annual increment of their forests. Targets till need to be established
for tropical forests.

Methods of measurement: The enumerator istotal annual roundwood production. The denominator istotal annual
productive forest increment. An adequate time seriesis required to show meaningful trends. For tropical natural
forests where no datais available on the forest annual increment or where the harvested wood comes only from a
few species, an adjustment is proposed that relates annual production to the total standing volume of the forest and
the average rotation cycle applied in a country for a given reference year; for example, 120 yearsfor teak forestsin
Burma.

Limitations: Theindicator is related to timber production. It does not relate to nonproductive land from aforestry
perspective. It hasimplications for other forest resources, but an indicator considering al values of forest
ecosystems would be more appropriate from a sustainable devel opment perspective. For the present indicator
reliable data are onlv available from aminoritv of
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countries, mostly developed, and for plantations. However research data on the annual increment of tropical natural
forests are improving, and it is expected that sufficient data and estimates should become available during the
comingyears.

Indicator: Forest areachange
Description: The amount of natural and plantation forest area tracked over time
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Methods of measurement: The measurement methods for forest area can be contained in national forest inventories
and obtained by sampling ground surveys, cadastral surveys, remote sensing, or a combination of these. The forest
areais calculated as the sum of plantations and natural forest areas with tree crown cover equal to or more than 10
percent. This calculation is made at given reference years as follows:

The deforestation rate (DR) is the compound annual rate in percent from year P to year N.

Limitations: The areafigure does not give any indication of the quality of the forest, its ecosystem context, or forest
values or practices. Theindicator does not provide information on the degradation of the forest resourcesin a
country. Thetotal forest areain a country might remain unchanged, but the quality of the forest can become
degraded. Due to the definition used, the indicator covers avery diversified range of forests ranging from open tree
savannah to very dense tropical forests.

Indicator: Areaaffected by salinization and waterlogging

Description: Total area affected in hectares compared to the total land area

Scope: Regional

Unit of measurement: Ha and percent

Methods of measurement: Theindicator is computed as the land that is|ost to salinization and waterlogging such
that it cannot be cultivated. The datais directly derived from official national sources.

Indicator: Threatened species as a percent of total native species
Description: Number of speciesat risk of extinction in proportion to the total number of native species
Scope: Nationa, regional
Unit of measurement: Percent
Methods of measurement: Select all classes for which numbers of native species are known (or estimated) and
whose status is monitored or assessed from time to time. For each class calcul ate the percentage of threatened native
species against total native speciesin this class.
It is recommended to report on four subindicators:

1. Percent threatened vascular plant species, total all classes

2. Percent threatened species within each vascular plant class

3. Percent threatened vertebrate species, total al classes

4. Percent threatened species within each vertebrate class.
Limitations: It is possible to monitor only the more conspicuous and well-known species, which make up asmall
proportion of total species diversity. Genetic variation within some species may be asimportant as differences
between species, but may be missed by reporting at the specieslevel aone.

Indicator: Emissions of greenhouse gases (GHG)
Descrintion: National anthropnoaenic emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2). methane (CH4). and nitrous oxide (N20)
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Scope: National
Unit of measurement: Annual emission levelsin gigagrams (Gg) of CO2 equiva ents; methane and nitrous oxide
emissions are converted into CO2 equivalents by using global warming potentials (GWP); annual percentage change
in total GHG emissions beginning with 1990 as base year would provide trends and rate of change in emission
levelsfor each Party to the Climate Change convention.
Methods of measurement: Emissions for CO2, CH4, and N20 are estimated based on activity data from fuel
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waste. Emission levels are calculated using factors associated with each gas and relevant activities. A greater degree
of international comparability has been achieved by using default emission factors proposed by the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). National emission factors have been used, whenever available,
which has resulted in increased precision in national GHG emissions.

Proposed additional related indicators would include annual GHG emissions per capitaand annual GHG emissions
per unit of GDP.

Indicator: Emissions of sulphur oxides

Description: National anthropogenic emissions of sulphur oxides (SOx) expressed as amounts of sulphur dioxide
(SO2)

Scope: National

Unit of measurement: Tonnes or 1000 tonnes; percentage change in emissions over time (for example, percentage
change in emissions between 1980 and 1995) Proposed denominator: Per capita, per unit of gross domestic product
(GDP), per unit of gross energy consumption

Methods of measurement: In some rare cases emissions are known by direct measurementsin stacks or by material
balances. Generally, sulphur oxide emissions are calculated with the help of emission factorsthat reflect the
presence of sulphur compounds in different types of fuels and other products:

Emission = Emission factor x Activity level.

Emission factors for stationary sources should be disaggregated by fuels, facilities, or economic sectors. They
should include power stations (gas, oil, and coal); industrial processes (pollutants emitted in manufacturing products
from raw materials); nonindustrial fuel combustion; and other stationary sources (waste treatment and disposal,
sewage treatment, agricultural activities, and coal refuse burning). Emission factors for mobile sources should be
disaggregated by fuels and types of vehicles. They should cover road traffic (passenger cars, light and heavy duty
trucks, buses, coaches, and motorcycles) and other mobile sources (navigation, railways, air traffic, and agricultural
equipment).

Since the objective of the set of indicatorsisto describe the impact of human activity on the environment, emissions
from natural sources (such as forest fires and volcanic eruptions) should be excluded.

Indicator: Emissions of nitrogen oxides

Description: National anthropogenic emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOXx) expressed as amounts of nitrogen dioxide
(NO2)

Scope: National

Unit of measurement: Tonnes or 1,000 tonnes; percentage change in emissions over time (for example, percentage
change in emissions between 1980 and 1995). Proposed denominator: Per capita, per unit of gross domestic product
(GDP), per unit of gross energy consumption

Targets: Within the framework of the Convention on Long Range Transboundary Air Pollution (Geneva, 1979), a
protocol to reduce nitroaen emissions to their 1987 level bv 1995 (Sofia. 1988) entered into forcein 1991.
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Methods of measurement: In some rare cases emissions are known by direct measurements in stacks or by balance
of material. Generally, nitrogen oxide emissions are cal culated with the help of emission factors that reflect the
presence of nitrogen compounds in different types of fuels and other products:

Emission = Emission factor x Activity level.
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include power stations (gas, oil, and coa); industrial processes (pollutants emitted in manufacturing products from
raw materials); nonindustrial fuel combustion; and other stationary sources (waste treatment and disposal, sewage
treatment, agricultural activities, and coal refuse burning). Emission factors for mobile sources should be
disaggregated by fuels and types of vehicles. They should cover road traffic (passenger cars, light and heavy duty
trucks, buses, coaches, and motorcycles) and other mobile sources (navigation, railways, air traffic, and agricultura
equipment).

Since the objective of the set of indicatorsis to describe the impact of human activity on environment, emissions
from natural sources (such as lightning) should be excluded.

Pillar: Viability

Indicator: Population living below poverty linein dryland areas

Description: A measure of the number of persons/households classified asliving below the nationally defined
poverty line, given as afraction of the total population in a country's dryland area

Scope: National

Unit of measurement: Percent

Methods of measurement: A country-specific poverty line. The headcount index as a percentage of the populationis
established. The headcount index is the percentage of the population below the poverty line. This needs to be
computed at aregional or subregional level to cover the dryland area, depending on the country.

Limitations: The concept of a poverty line can be misleading. Poverty is measured in terms of income. However,
populationsin dryland areas may be income-poor given lack of access to markets or monetized economies, but
wealthy interms of livestock. Also, the poverty line measurement isinsensitive to the distribution of income below
the poverty line. Security of tenure, akey socioeconomic aspect of sustainable development in drylands, is not
reflected in poverty indicators. Therefore while the issues of poverty and population pressure are important in
combating desertification, further refinement of the indicator is necessary. Georeferencing to agroecological
conditions and crops, and knowledge of carrying capacity and its spatial/temporal variability, isneeded to properly
capture the role of poverty in the degradation of drylands. Disaggregation of poverty data by dryland may not be
readily available.

Indicator: Use of agricultural pesticides

Description: Use of pesticides per unit of agricultural land area

Scope: Regiona

Unit of measurement: Pesticide use in metric tons of active ingredients per 10 km2 of agricultural land

Methods of measurement: Data on pesticide use are usually derived from sales or "domestic disappearance” and
expressed as active ingredients. Agricultural areadataare widely available. Interpretation will benefit from
information on types of active ingredientsin use, seasonal doses, rate of application, and variability on use for
different crops and regions.

Limitations: Thisindicator provides an aggregation that ignores toxicity, maobility, and level of persistence, aswell
as soatial and apolication variances. It does not consider the use of pesticides
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outside of agriculture, which can be significant in developed countries. Data omissions and errors often occur
during the transfer of the primary datato statistical authorities.

Indicator: Use of fertilizers
Description: Extent of fertilizer use in agriculture per unit of agricultural land area
Scope: Regional
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Methods of measurement: Data on fertilizers are compiled from industry sources and nontraditional sources. Data
for developing countries generally refer to domestic disappearance based on imported products. The derived figures
in terms of nutrients are then divided by the agricultural land area.

Limitations: Environmental impacts caused by |eaching and volatilization of fertilizer nutrients depend not only on
the quantity applied, but also on the condition of the agroecosystem, cropping patterns, and farm management
practices. In addition thisindicator does not include organic fertilizer from manure and crop residues or the
application of fertilizersto grasslands. Reliability of fertilizer datais questionable. The indicator assumes even
distribution of fertilizer on the land.

Indicator: Energy usein agriculture

Description: The energy utilized in agriculture on ayearly basis expressed as aratio of energy inputs and
agricultural production, aswell asin absolute terms

Scope: National, regional

Unit of measurement: Joules per ton of agricultural products

Methods of measurement: Annual energy inputs for each stage in agricultural production and processing are
determined and converted into equivalent units such astergjoules (TJ) and aggregated astotal energy. Annual
agricultural production figures are collected for all products. The obtained values are then compared for the same
year and can be tracked over time to see how changes in both terms affect their ratio.

Pillar: Acceptability

Indicator: Decentralized local level natural resource management

Description: Thisindicator represents the extent to which resource management isin the hands of landholders or
other de facto local resource controllers, and partially represents whether local resource controllers and others with
direct impact on resources have incentives to conserve them.

Scope: National

Unit of measurement: Numbers of local governments and local communities to which resource management has
been devolved or with which resource management is shared as percentages of total numbers of local governments
and local communities

Methods of measurement: Rights and responsibilities devolved; total number of local governments/communities;
number of local governments/communities to which rights or responsibilities have been devolved; capacities of all
concerned to work to adecentralized model; actorsinvolved in sharing resource management, and manner and
extent of that sharing. Measurement is complicated by the facts that more than one local level may beinvolved and
that devolution of management includes several aspects, including responsibilities, rightsto rewards, skills, and
information. Consequently the indicator may entail several measurements.

Limitations: Theindicator requires development and testing. Devolution says nothing about the capacity of the
various partners to work together according to a decentralized model. The measurement unit ignores the important
qualitative assessment of how well resource management is shared among resource users, local communities, and
higher levels of government. The indicator does not show whether local communities and governments actually
conserve the resources.
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Indicator: Agricultura education
Description: Public expenditure on agricultural education (both secondary and post-secondary schools that teach
agriculture) reflecting national investment in human capital for sustainable agricultural and rural devel opment
(SARD)
Scope: National
Unit of measurement: Percent of gross domestic product (GDP) o
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Bank have established international targets for investing in education.
Methods of measurement: Theindicator is calculated from current public expenditure on agricultural education asa
percentage of GDP measured in USS.
Limitations: Theindicator does not reflect the quality of the education provided. It is assumed that thereisa
relationship between the level of investment and the quality of educational services.

Indicator: Managed forest arearatio

Description: Proportion of the total forest area covered by officially approved and actually implemented forest
management plans

Scope: National, regional

Unit of measurement: Percent

Targets: At theinternational level targets have been established for tropical forests, namely the International
Tropical Timber Organization (ITTO) Target 2000. Some countries have set national targets.

Methods of measurement: Compilation of the aggregate areafor forest management plansto provide the total
managed forest area, divided by the total forest area

Limitations. The indicator only shows the extent of forest management. It says nothing about the quality of plan
implementation against sustainable devel opment objectives. No internationally accepted operational definition of
sustai nable forest management exists, although work isin progress under the aegis of the Intergovernmental Panel
on Forests. Although many guidelines on sustainable forest management exist, there are only afew agreed minimum
sets of essential elements of sustainable forest management at the regional level and none yet at the global level.
Total forest areain some countries would include some forest areathat will never be productive from aforestry
viewpoint and thus probably not subject to management plans, unless for purposes other than forestry.

Indicator: Protected forest area as a percent of total forest area

Description: The definition of a protected areais an area of land or sea especially dedicated to the protection and
maintenance of biological diversity and of natural and associated cultural resources and managed through legal or
other effective means (International Union for Conservation of Naturel UCN).

Scope: National

Unit of measurement: Percent

Targets: Guidelinesfor the classification and establishment of protected areas are available from IUCN. Many
countries have established guidelines for protected areas suited to their national situation.

Methods of measurement: The measurement compares the amount of protected forest areato the total forest areaas
a percent.

Limitations: Theindicator islimited to forest ecosystems. It does not provide information on the ecological value of
the protected areas. A country can set aside large areas of forests with alow importance for biological diversity and
continue to unsustainably harvest highly valuable unprotected forests. The indicator says nothing about the
effectiveness of the protection; either from the viewpoint of ecological representivity or that of management and law
enforcement. |deally the protected forest area should cover representative examples of all existing forest
ecosvstems.
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with the area appropriate to their rarity or uniqueness. The indicator does not initself provide information on the
degree of protection, including the range of allowable uses.

Indicator: Protected land area as a percent of total land area; and protected marine area as a percent of total marine
area
Description: Thisindicator combines the area of protected land (including freshwater areas), expressed as a
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Scope: National, regional

Unit of measurement: Percent

Targets: The 1991 report "Caring for the Earth: A Strategy for Sustainable Living" establishes atarget of 10 percent
protected areafor each major ecological region of countries by the year 2000. A similar target was agreed to by the
IV World Congress on National Parks and Protected Areasin 1992. Both targets reflect recognition that
representation of ecosystem diversity is more meaningful than aflat percentage of the country's area.

Methods of measurement: The usefulness of thisindicator depends on clearly distinguishing totally protected areas
and partially protected areas, since they have different, although complementary, functions. Each requires a separate
expression of theindicator asfollows: (a) calculate the combined area of totally protected areas of 1,000 ha. or
more; (b) calculate the combined area of partialy protected arearegardless of size; (c) calculate the percentage of
thetotal |and/marine area occupied by each group.

Limitations. The effectiveness of thisindicator islimited by two problems. First, it represents de jure, not de facto,
protection. It does not indicate the quality of management or whether the areas are in fact protected from
incompatible uses. Second, the indicator does not show how representative the protected areas are of the country's
ecological diversity. Thisisasignificant deficiency, since alarge proportion of some ecosystems may be protected
to the neglect of others.

KEY WORDS: Productivity, protection, security, viability, acceptability, soil quality, rainfall, inputs, resource
management, irrigation, forestry, emissions, biodiversity, education level, popul ation under poverty level

CSD. 1996b. "Work Programme on Indicators of Sustainable Development of the Commission for Sustainable
Development." Commission for Sustainable Devel opment, United Nations Department for Policy Coordination and
Sustainable Development, New Y ork, New Y ork. World Wide Web http://www.un.ora/dpcsd/index.html.

NOTES: Objective of work program isto make indicators for sustainable devel opment accessible to decisionmakers
at the national level by defining them, elucidating their methodologies, and providing training and other capacity-
building activities, asrelevant. The current role of the Department for Policy Coordination and Sustainable
Development, as task manager of thisissue, isto bring together the many actorsin thisfield to build on their work
and to propose a cooperative programme for indicators for sustainable development that may directly servethe
needs of the Commission on Sustainable Development, aswell as all member states.

The program proposes a menu of indicators for use by decisionmakers in monitoring progress at anational level
towards sustainable devel opment through the implementation of Agenda21. However adesire for international
consistency callsfor the devel opment of standardized concepts, definitions, and classifications.

Driving force-state-response framework (formerly referred to as pressure-state-response).

Driving force indicators indicate human activities, processes, and patterns that impact on sustainable
develobment.
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State indicators indicate the state of sustainable devel opment.
Response indicators indicate policy options and other responses to changesin the state of sustainable
development.
Menu is grouped in categories covering the social, economic, environmental, and institutional aspects of sustainable
devel opment.
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countries (until late 1997). Further work on development of indicators expected to continue for some time.
CSD Working List of Indicators of Sustainable Development

In driving force-state-response format broken down into social, economic, environmental, and institutional aspects
of sustainable development

KEY WORDS: Indicators (genera)

Dalton, T.J. and Masters, W.A. Unpublished. " Soil Degradation, Technical Change, and Government Policiesin
Southern Mali." World Bank, Washington, D.C. 15 pp.

ABSTRACT: This study linksintertemporal optimization to abiophysical crop-growth model, finding that
agricultural intensification does not dramatically degrade soils in southern Mali. Productivity growth can be
sustained through adoption of new techniques, particularly with policy reformsto reduce marketing costs and tax
the use of common-property resources.

NOTES: This study uses new modeling toolsto address the sustainability of technical changein akey
agroecological region of West Africa. The authors link a detailed biophysical model of crop growth to adynamic
model of household behavior to stimulate farmers' choices and their consequences over time.

The key findings are that new farming methods in the Sudano-Guinean region of Southern Mali, whererapid
intensification has disrupted traditional agropastoral systems, are far more sustainabl e than many observers have
argued and that additional productivity growth can be sustained with supportive government policies. Key
interventionsinclude providing agricultural research, maintaining low marketing costs, and imposing pasture taxes
to account for the cost of grazing in common areas.

KEY WORDS: Protection, viability, soil management

Dumanski, J.1994. International Workshop on Sustainable Land Management for the 21st Century: Summary.
Workshop Proceedings. Agricultural Institute of Canada, Ottawa, ON. 50 pp.

NOTES: The objectives for the L ethbridge workshop were to investigate the complexities of issuesinvolving SLM
and how to integrate these into a comprehensive, practical, and field-useable framework for evaluation; to develop
indicators and criteriafor evaluation of SLM systems; and to formulate recommendations for research and
technology transfer in SLM.

The conclusions of the focus groups were as follows: First, no single indicator for SLM can be developed, and a
basket of indicatorsis the preferred approach; second, to be truly effective indicators must be tailored to reflect the
land uses, management practices, and environment (soil, climate, and market) where they will be applied.
Nevertheless, there were several indicators that consistently reappeared from several focus groups. These indicators
possibly preview aset of generic indicators that could be developed asinternational standards for evaluating and
monitorina of SLM. Thev are:
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Crop vield (trend and variability)
Nutrient balance
Maintenance of soil cover
Sail quality/quantity
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Net farm profitability

Use of conservation practices.

Theseindicators will require some local manipulation for specific usesin specific environment, but they provide a
good starting point for further devel opment.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (general), sustainable land management, productivity, security, protection, viability,
acceptability

Dumanski, J. de Jong, R. and Brklacich, M. 1996. "Changesin Crop Yield and Variability as Indicators of
Sustainable Land Management,” pp. 36 in Stushnoff, C.T., ed. Proceedings of the Second Sustainable Land
Management Workshop, University of Saskatchewan, 20 February 1996. Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada,
Saskatoon, SK. 29 pp.

SUMMARY : Information on yield performance over timeis fundamental to an evaluation of sustainability in
farming systems. Crop yield and variability are two of the five important criteriafor sustainable land management
and thus must beincluded in any evaluation of sustainability. The results of the Lethbridge workshop on sustainable
land management for the 21st century (Dumanski, 1994) also identified crop yield and variability as basic indicators
of sustainability.

Average crop yields are often used to assess yield performance, but thisis not useful for evaluating sustainability
because average yields represent along-term norm, but provide no information on performance changes over time.
Sustainability requiresinformation on yield trends to assess whether yields are stable or increasing and thereby
contributing to sustainability, or whether they are negative and thereby signalling probable failure. Further
informationisrequired on trend in yield variability, to assess whether the risk of crop production is stable,
increasing, or decreasing.

Trendsinyield and variability (risk) do not change synchronously. The best situation occurs when yields are
increasing and variability is decreasing; thisisastrong signal that crop production technologies are contributing to
sustainability. Conversely, if yields are decreasing and variability isincreasing, then obviously the system will fail,
probably in the not-too-distant future.

Pillars: Productivity, security
Indicator: Yield performance
Description: A composite indicator encompassing average crop yield and trend in yield variability
Crop: Wheat, canola
L ocation: Saskatchewan
Scope: Local, regiond
Unit of measurement: Average crop yield (kg/halyr)
Trendinyield variability (percent)
Method of measurement: Average annual yields and coefficients of variation are calculated for each area. These
values are then used to cal culate long-term means and yield trends.

KEY WORDS: Productivitv. securitv. vield nerformance
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Eilers, R.G. Eilers, W.D. and Fitzgerald, M.M. 1996. " Soil Degradation Risk Indicator: Soil Salinity Risk
Component." Report 16. Environment Bureau, Policy Branch, Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, Ottawa, ON. 24
pp.

ABSTRACT: Agricultural land use can impact the sustainability of inherent soil quality by itsinfluence on the
extent, severity, and dynamics of soil salinity. To assess thisimpact a salinity risk index (SRI) was devel oped and
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usein 1991, and an analysis of the change in risk due to the changein land use from 1981 to 1991. The total extent
of moderate or more severe salinity (ECe>8 dS/m) for the prairie region, as determined from a summation of each
provincia extent map, is 1.4 million ha. This areais depicted on asmall scale extent map. The risk assessment using
1991 land use data indicates that 62.2 percent of the farm land haslittle to no risk of achangein sdinity, 27.9
percent has amoderate risk, and only 9.9 percent of the land has a high risk. A comparison of the risk index classes
for the 1981 and 1991 land use data indicates that risk of salinity for the mgjority of the land (92 percent) has not
changed, whereas less than 7 percent of the land has alower risk class and approximately 0.5 percent has ahigher
risk classin 1991. These data are not presented in the context of trends but smply as observations at two pointsin
time.

The report proposes that this approach could be utilized periodically in the future to track impact of changesin land
use on alandscape basis and thus serve as an indicator of agrienvironmental sustainability. Thisinformation will be
utilized by upper levels of government to target programs and agricultural policy.

NOTES:

Pillar: Protection

Indicator: Soil salinity risk

Description: Assesses the risk for changing the status of soil salinity

Scope: Regional, loca

Soil: Dryland soil salinity

Location: Canadian prairies

Unit of measurement: Dimensionlessindex, grouped into three classes of risk, low, moderate, and high

Methods of measurement: The Salinity Risk Indicator (SRI) consists of five components: the presence of salinity in
the landscape, topography, soil drainage, aridity, and land use.

The SRI isbased on the premise that (@) functional relationships exist among the various components, which affect
the process of salinization; (b) these components can be given arelative numerical weighting for their influence; and
(c) each of these weightings can be combined in asimple multiplicative relation resulting in adimensionless
numerical value, which will be utilized as an index of salinity risk. Comparison of the index values for different map
polygonswill enable comparisons of relative potential for change.

Specific emphasis has been given to assessing the role of land use as a dynamic component of therisk index. The
land-use factor will be utilized to predict the trend for potential impact of agricultural practices on the long-term
susceptibility (risk) to changing salinity.

Limitations: Scientific opinion-based (requires acollective effort), not quantitative
KEY WORDS: Protection. soil salinitv
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Environmental Indicator Working Group. 1995. "Description of Indicators and Project Activities and Outputsto
1998." Report 10. Environment Bureau, Policy Branch, Agriculture and AgriFood Canada, Ottawa, ON. 11 pp.

NOTES:

The Agri-Environmental Indicator (AEI) Project of Agriculture and Agri-Food Canadawasinitiated in 1993 to
identify potential AElsfor Canadian agriculture. In December 1993 anational consultation was held with

UNREGISﬁE@i;_gP’JQV/ %BVNG@@VHW oz eragy 'WWEJ@M@AJWA h. Twelve AEIs
were ecte%gn% evelopment WOFR wasi nitlzﬁg second nationa consultation was held in February 1995,
resulting in the integration of the twelve AEIsinto a smaller number of indicators and their components. These were

subsequently linked to corresponding issues and performance objectives. Each indicator is at various stagesin
development. See Banerjee (1996) for a description of indicators under devel opment.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (genera)

FAO. 1996. "A Programmeto Develop Land Quality Indicators at Sub-National, National, and Global Scales."
Food and Agriculture Organization, Rome. World Wide Web http://www.fao.org/
wai cent/faoi nfo/sustdev/EPdirect/EPre0027.htm

NOTES:

The LQI program is being developed to better harmonize the combined objectives of production and environmental
management and to ensure more sustainable use of land, water, and biological resources. It is one of several
important responses to the major challenges put forward by UNCED in Agenda 21. Although the programis being
initiated through a coalition of international agencies, including the World Bank, FAO, UNDP, and UNEP, the task
istoo important for any one agency or group. Additional partners are actively being solicited for the program.

L Qls are needed to address major land-rel ated issues of national and global significance, such asland-use pressures,
land degradation, and soil and water conservation, as well as policy-related questions on sustainable land
management. Once devel oped and harmonized through international scientific protocols, LQIswill be used for
policy and program formulation for district, national, and global assessment; environmental impact monitoring; and
to promote technol ogies, policies, and programs to ensure better use of natural resources and sustainable land
management.

The Pressure-State-Response (PSR) Framework has been adopted as the common approach for the program. The
framework infersthat human activities, including land management changes caused by population pressures, exert
pressures on the land resource, resulting in a change in the state (quality) of the land. Knowledge of thistriggers
responses to mitigate against the pressures and the change in land.

Objective of program:

The program will initially focus on L Qls for developing countries, although some experimental work will be doneir
other regions. The objectives of the program are:

1. To develop a set of harmonized L QIs for managed ecosystems (agriculture and forestry) in the magjor Agro-
Ecological Zones (AEZSs) of tropical, subtropical, and temperate environments

2. Toidentify sources of dataand information and develop common methods for analyses, aggregation, and
aoolication of theresults
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3. Tovalidate and disseminate the findings among the major institutions responsible for collection of LQI data, and
to reinforce the ingtitutional capacity needed for setting and implementing land and natural resources priorities,
poalicies, and technologies at subnational and national levels.

Outputs:
1. A set of harmonized LQIsto be used by decisionmakers and appropriate to major policyrelated questions on land

UN REG|S1T%WWE R@ggw ubtropics . anchtemperatereaiorsH-RE Rowsge Trbtes Wikl preperegiier each country

and locally updat

2. A set of appropriate targets and thresholds for the state L QIsto provide guidance toward more sustainable land
management for the different ecoregions.

3. A metadatainformation system on land-related information set up on the WWW, and available as stand-alone
systemsaswell.

4. Assessments of trendsin land quality for various AEZsfor use at subnational and national level, leading to global
assessment of the condition of land as afunction of its use.

KEY WORDS: Land quality, indicators (general)

Gallopin, G.C. 1994. "Agroecosystem Health: A Guiding Concept for Agricultural Research?' pp. 5165 in Nielsen,
N.O., ed. Proceedings of an International Workshop: Agroecosystem Health, Ottawa, ON, 9 June 1994. University of
Guelph, Guelph, ON. 114 pp.

CONCLUSION: The concept of agroecosystem health seemsto be potentially useful in guiding agricultural
research on sustainabl e agriculture and poverty aleviation in the CGIAR. However, there is aneed to differentiate
agroecosystem health from agroecosystem sustainability. Both are multidimensional, and both embody value
judgements. Thereis no general agreement yet on what constitutes sustainability, even when neglecting
consideration of the social and economic dimensions of the concept, and even less on what constitutes ecosystem
health.

As proposed here, health could be profitability conceived of asthe underlying foundation of sustainability (for
example, theinternal properties of the system that makesit sustainable within arange of environmental conditions).
Actual persistence of the system will depend also on its external environment, and an intrinsically sustainable
system may crash under extreme external conditionsin the same way ahealthy person may diein acar accident.

One of the useful avenues of research could be to explore to what extent the "ecosystem stress syndrome™ can be
applied to managed ecosystems such as agroecosystems, and determine which are the human dimensions of the
syndrome. However the degree to which the concept of agroecosystem health can become the much-needed
framework for "an acceptable research model which embraces the physical, biological, and human dimensions of
long-term sustainability" is much less clear. It might well be that the concept is much more useful as a metaphor
suggesting more systematic approaches to the diagnosis and treatment of agroecosystemills, underscoring the
importance of validation of remedial action interventions, drawing attention to the inherent subjective nature of
health assessments, and providing alanguage in which the concern for ecosystem health becomes a natural
extension of the concern for individual health.

The ambiguity of the concept of ecosystem (and, by extension, agroecosystem) health givesit some of itsrichness;
that which attemptsto transform it into a rigorous and specific scientific tool or accepted research model may well
strip it of theintuitive, general meaning that isits chief value.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (general). Framework for the Evaluation of Sustainable Land Management (FESLM),
sustai nable land manaoement
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Gameda, S. 1996. "Farmer Knowledge and Sustainable Land Management,” pp. 1012 in Stushnoff, C.T., ed.
Proceedings of the Second Sustainable Land Management Workshop, University of Saskatchewan, 20 February
1996. Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, Saskatoon, SK. 29 pp.

NOTES:
Farmers are faced with avari ety of cr|t| caI sustal nability considerationsand i mpI ement numerous strategies to

F@Rﬁﬂl $FO pecaympon characteristicsin
UNREGIS armer strategl estﬁgt m heir productl on wstems sﬁ's%gn%r IficRE:SZDproach to |§ent|fy| ng sustainableland

management (SLM) characteristics of different systems recognizes the diverse ways of achieving sustainability
within agiven region. Commonalitiesin the characteristics of each sustainable farming system can serve as
indicators of SLM. Moreover, they can be distilled for use as guides for other producers who wish to achieve
sustainability in their farming practices. A focus on common SLM characteristics avoids limitations of standard
prescriptive approaches that put emphasis on a narrow set of farming practices. Thusfor each sustainability
characteristic or indicator, producers would have awide variety of choices as to what practices to implement within
the context of their regional constraints and their management preferences.

Pillar: Productivity
Indicators:
High input: Soil fertility trends
Cropyield response
Availability of labor
Moderate input:Yield trends
Adoption of new technologies and techniques
Crop variety availability and performance
Organic: Length of rotation
Weed management
Crop variety availability and performance

Pillar: Security
Indicators:
High input: Economic status
Yieldtrends
Weather trends
Moderate input: Time required in mastering new techniques
Catastrophic weather/weather trends
Organic: Resource potentia of land
Soil moisture at seeding
Weather trends

Pillar: Protection
Indicators:
High input: Degradation risk
Extent of crop cover
Moderate input: Degradation trends
Length of rotation
Extent of fallow
Organic: Degradation trends
Crop vield trends
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Pillar: Viability
Indicators:
High input: Cash flow/revenues
Presence of livestock
Management objectives
Moderate input: Cash flow/revenues
UNREGISTERED VERSH@@R pigoxamsT O PDF CONVERTER By THETA-SOFTWARE
M anagement objectives
Organic: Organic market demands
Extent of value added
Availability of labor

Pillar: Acceptability

Indictors:

High input: Personal and family health

Viability of farming
Moderate input: Availability of services
Off-farmimpacts

Organic: Public awareness of organic farming
Viability of farming
Agelevel of community

KEY WORDS: Framework for the Evaluation of Sustainable Land Management (FESLM), productivity, security,
protection, viability, acceptability

Gameda, S. and Dumanski, J. 1995. "Framework for Evaluation of Sustainable Land Management: A Case Study of
Two Rain-fed Cereal-Livestock Farming Systemsin the Black Chernozemic Soil Zone of Southern Alberta, Canada.”
Canadian Journal of Soil Science 75:4, 429-37.

ABSTRACT: The Framework for Evaluation of Sustainable Land Management (FESLM) was used to assessthe
sustainability of two land-use systemsin the Canadian prairies. The FESLM provided ameans of identifying the
factors impacting on sustainability, the processes by which these factors operate and interact, and the indicators and
thresholds by which they could be measured to attain an assessment end point. On the basis of the framework it was
possible to expand sustainability assessment beyond traditional factors of productivity and economic viability to
include ones pertaining to production risk, protection of the natural resource base, and social acceptability. Also, the
decisionmaking characteristics of the producer wereidentified asimportant components of sustainability.
Preliminary indications are that substantially greater amounts of farm-specific and regional data are required to
make a conclusive FESL M-based sustainability assessment. Nevertheless, application of the framework suggests
that, for the farming systems and the type of producer under consideration, the conservation-based land-use system
ismore sustai nable than the conventional land-use system.

NOTES:

Purpose of study was to test the FESL M methodol ogy for evaluation of actual farming systems. Study showsit is
possible to expand sustainability assessment beyond afocus on productivity and economic viability, to include
pillars pertainina to production risk. protection of the natural resource base and social accentabilitv.
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Key finding: Decisionmaking characteristic of producer isimportant social indicator. Examplesinclude membership
in conservation clubs, on-farm experimentation, responsive management style, and rapid adjustment to changing
conditions.

Soil: Black chernozemic
Crops: Canola, barley

UNREGIS BrodicfionirHotodoriontidid bndlconsh i 6HedviBaREBmR By THETA-SOFTWARE
Region: Southern Alberta, Canads

Indicators:
The status of indicators used in the case studies under conventi orgl ?nd conservation production systems
atus
Indicator Conventional Conservationa
Physical
Percentage of land in fallow 2030% <10%
Method of fallow Tillage Tillage + chemical; chemical
Depth of soil moistureat ~ Weather dependent Improved with increased stubble
seeding _ , _ height
Percentage and trends of Entire farm experienced erosion  Erosion eliminated, salinity stable
degradation 3-year period
Type of tillage practice Conventional Minimum, zero
Biological ! )
Changesin fertilizer and According to standard rates for Increased over conventional use
pesticide use region
Length and diversity of 3-yr, low diversity 3-yr, more legumes and forages
rotations
Cropyield trends Variable Variable
Economic ) _ _
Trendsin cost of production Increasing costs, reduced returns Reduced fuel costs, increasing
returns with production of
_ _ _ specialv crops
Grossmargin Decreasing ($30/hain 1991) Improving ($41/hain 1991)
Number and typesof govt  Crop Insurance Crop Insurance
programs , . : . . .
Farmer'smanagement Risk reduction, profit Risk reduction, profit
objectives maximization maximization
Social
Distanceto services 50 km ) ) 50 km
Social perceptions of Favoured conventional tillage. Increased acceptance of
conservation Some concern regarding use of conservation
Reasons for participation isk reduction, income Risk reduction

in aovernment broarams stabilization ) ) o
a Adopted in 1986, with gradual shift to minimum tillage, snow management and straight combining,

finallv to zero tillaoe by 1993.

Limitations: Preliminary indications are that substantially greater amounts of farm-specific and regional (contextual)
dataare reauired to make a conclusive FESL M-based sustainabilitv assessment.
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KEY WORDS: Framework for the Evaluation of Sustainable Land Management (FESLM), productivity, security,
protection, viability, acceptability

Group for Development and Environment. 1995. " Sustainable Use of Natural Resources: A Conceptua Approach
to Sustainable Management of Natural Resourcesin the Context of Development.” Development and
Environmental Report 14. Institute of Geography, University of Berne, Berne, Switzerland. 46 pp.

UNREGISTNERE® VERSION OF HTML TO PDF CONVERTER By THETA-SOFTWARE
Thisreport presents a conceptual approach to a central aspect of sustainable development: sustainable use of natural
resources. It is addressed primarily to specialists at Swiss Development Cooperation, but will also be of interest to
others concerned with development questions or specific issues related to sustainable resource use.

The conceptua approach isintended as a general guideline. It is not ablueprint for concrete planning, execution,
and evaluation of projects. Rather its purpose isto stimulate and enhance public discussion about questions of
resource use. It is elaborated in the three main parts of the report.

Thefirst part defines natural resources as components of nature that are of use to human beings. Resource use
always reflects aparticular socia situation, and it changesin relation to space and time. No universal conclusions
can be drawn about sustainable resource use. Each society must decide for itself what constitutes sustainabl e use of
natural resources, because sustainability is primarily a question of evaluation.

The second part is concerned with the central features of this evaluation and with the process of public discourse.
Included are discussions of internal and external participation, the institutionalization of public discourse, and
empowerment of disadvantaged socia groups. Development organizations take part in public discussions about
resource use and have a dual roleto play; they advance their own aims and ideas while al so supporting the process
of public debate over sustainability.

Thethird part of the report deals with other key aspects of sustainable resource use. It addresses the participation of
women as an essential prerequisite of sustainability; the question of long-term access to resources as an important
criterion for distinguishing between normal use and over-exploitation; multifunctionality; and biodiversity asa
significant indicator of sustainable systems of resource use.

KEY WORDS: Sustainable land management

GTZ. 1995. Indicators for Sustainable Land Management for Use in Devel opment Projects. Basic Concepts.
Indicators for Sustainable Soil Management Pilot Project-PN 95.9203.1. Deutsche Gesellschaft fur Technische
Zusammenarbeit GmbH (GTZ), Eschborn, Germany.

NOTES:

Objective of pilot project isto provide counterpart organizations with guidance for the choice and utilization of
indicators for sustainable land management

The paper discussesindicators and their use. It makes the following points:

Sustainable land management is a prerequisite to sustainable agriculture and agriculture development. It isakey
element of Agenda21's goal of sustainable development (Chapter 14).

Different indicators are needed for different levels of decisionmakers.
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Quantitative indicators are preferred, but reliable quantitative dataisrare in most devel oping countries.
Takes FESLM'sfive pillars and adds:
Resilience enhance the potential to resist or buffer degradation
Equityassure equal accessto land resourcesfor al socia groups.
UNREGIS TRERIEET SIS | eshgators eirosl anehdisiiet. eiqiget rev el foR Fe M Eishdee) prrjRh gl ects:
Indicators are specific to the social and ecological environment of farmers/pastoralists.
Indicators are identified through a participative process.
Indicatorsreflect broad local, indigenous knowledge.

Indicators need to be understandable for land users (such as enlargement of erosion rills, vegetative cover of
pastures).

Monitoring and data collection should allow the participation of farmers/pastoralists.

Indicators should fit the specific problem to be overcome and the needs of the users of the information.
Indicators need to be sensitive to short-term changes in the system.

It must be possible to repeat the observations over certain periods of time.

The choice of indicators needs to take the avail ability of personnel and laboratory capacities into account.

Costs of surveying, processing, and evaluation need to be in sound relation to the costs of project
implementation.

Existing databases should be enlarged.

Monitoring and eval uation needs to be organized to alow its continuation by the counterpart organization, even
after expiration of the project.

Storage of and access to data over a prolonged period needs to be assured.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (general), Framework for the Evaluation of Sustainable Land Management (FESLM),
productivity, security, protection, resilience, viability, acceptability, equity

GTZ. 1997. Indicators of Sustainable Land Management: A Literature Review. Deutsche Gesellschaft fur Technische
Zusammenarbeit GmbH, Eschborn, Germany. 95 pp.

NOTES:

The object of the literature review was to provide an overview of theinternational discussions on indicators and to
search for relatively simple and cost-effective monitoring methods. These methods can be based on "scientific,”
exogenous, or local (indigenous) knowledge. The use of indigenous knowledge has the great advantage of allowing
participation by the target group in the monitoring process. Little could be found in the available literature on
"simple" monitoring methods or participative monitoring and eval uation.

For abroad long-term adoption of new land management practices, economic viability isaprerequisite. No farmer
will invest hislabor and capital in the protection of land resources without a significant economic benefit. Special
attention was given to socioeconomic aspectsin the literature study; however, no specific information could be
found.

Theliterature review gives an overview of the actual discussion on indicators and reveals al so the weak issues, such
aslack of simple, cost-effective monitoring methods and socioeconomic indicators. The challenge to development
organizations, therefore, isto spend more effort in the development of impact indicators and adequate monitoring
methods in order to assure the high quality of development projects.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (general), acceptability, indigenous knowledge, land quality, productivity, protection,
securitv. viahilitv

< previous page page 39 next page >



< previous paae page 40 next paae >

Page 4C

Hambly, H. and Angura, T.O. 1996. Grassroots Indicators for Desertification: Experience and Perspectives from
Eastern and Southern Africa. International Devel opment Research Centre, Ottawa, ON. 168 pp.

NOTES:

Argues that conventional methods and standards associated with the planning, monitoring, and eval uation of
reeearch and devel opment projects have tended to be dominated by Euro Amerlcan scientific perceptions of
OQQJ\%UE?QH‘ OFNG\angysis. The overall

UNREGIS o ectlve of is ook aswell asﬁﬂe project supported nternatl nal DeveJldt‘)ep%\ent Research Centre, which
Ied to the drafting of these papers, isto draw attention to the subject of "grassroots indicators:" measures or signals
of environmental quality or change formulated by individuals, households, and communities, and derived from their
local systems of observation, practice, and indigenous knowledge. For example, the fertility of soil in a specific area
based on the types of trees growing there. The "environment" is defined here in its widest sense to cross economic,
socid, cultural, and ecologica boundaries, and therefore seeks to open up the rigid sectoral approach typically used
to delineate environment and devel opment indicators.

KEY WORDS: Indigenous knowledge

Hammond, A. Adriaanse, A. Rodenburg, E. Bryant, D. and Woodward, R. 1995. "Environmental Indicators: A
Systematic Approach to Measuring and Reporting on Environmental Policy Performance in the Context of
Sustainable Development.” World Resources I nstitute, Washington, D.C. 43pp.

NOTES:

Thiswork extends the World Resources Institute's previous work on indicators. It spells out an approach that
structures environmental pressure indicatorsinto four highly aggregated indices. pollution/emission, resource
depletion, biodiversity and human impact. The working assumption is that asimilar approach could be taken to
construct state and response environmental indicators.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (genera)

Hanson, R.G. and Cassman, K.G. 1994. "Soil Management and Sustainable Agriculture in the Devel oping World,"
pp 1733 in 15th World Congress of Soil Science, Acapulco, Mexico, 1016 July 1994. Volume 7A: Commission VI
Symposia. Sociedad Mexicanade la Cienciadel Suelo, Mexico.

ABSTRACT: World population is projected to increase from 5.4 billion in 1990 to 8.5 hillion by the year 2025. The
developing world is expected to account for 84 percent of this population growth. It is only recently that
policymakers have accepted that the 6070 percent needed increase in food production, plus demands for fibre, fuel,
and construction materials, must come from already exploited soil resources of which 88 percent possess one or
more constraints to sustainable production. These population increases will place higher pressures on arable land
resources from the present 3.57 persons ha-1. In Asiathisisalready at 11.1 persons ha-1. It has only recently been
accepted in policy groups that improved soil productivity for sustainable production is the foundation upon which
these new demands must be met.

Results from the Global Assessment of Soil Degradation (GLASOD) study report that humaninduced degradation
of our veaetated soils has increased from 6 percent in 1945 to 17 percent in
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1990, and with our present stewardship policies could increase to 25 percent by 2025. All 11 taxonomic units and
over 5.0 M series have been identified within the devel oping world. The dominant orders are: 23 percent Oxisols
(oxic horizon), 20 percent Ultisols (<35 percent base saturation), 16 percent Entisols (recent soils), 15 percent
Alfisols (>35 percent base saturation), and 14 percent Inceptisols (young soils). Major management constraints
include: 41 percent physical constraints, 27 percent low nutrient reserves, 23 percent aluminium toxicity (another 16
percent are acidic), 15 percent high P fixation, 26 percent low K reserves, and 9 percent have low CEC. Over 60

UNREGI S PerpeRthavevREaE ¢harfe-and\B0 peefthavenaet)/ ChRJEs FeoBlyi nor$Betial- R it vioghegement.

Soil management research in this domain has been highly focused on: soil characterization and inventories needed
to guide research and planning; physical properties and water dynamics; managing the chemical deficienciesand
imbalances; and soil biology. The results of these research policies have been to exploit the soil resourcesto achieve
some degree of self-sufficiency in production of basic food requirements and to supply unprocessed commaodities
for export to earn hard currencies for industrial development. Such policies only offer short-term gains that result in
long-term degradation of the soil resource base and often permanent destruction of the environment.

Briefly reviewed in this paper are examples of soil management research that offer:
1. Options for sustainable agriculture production technol ogies that could reduce deforestation in the humid tropics
2. Management components that offer risk reduction and sustainability for some semiarid domains

3. Analysiswith sustainability indicators (partial and total factor productivity analysis) of past successes and second
generation challenges now facing rice farmersin theintensively managed systemsin Asia.

These exampl es support the need for: improved capacity-based inventories for our soil resources; integrating
production component research into conservation management systems; sustainability indicators to monitor the
impact of exploitation on the quality of soil resources; and public policies focused on sustainability of soil resources
aswell astheingtitutional capacitiesto respond to changing demands and policy implementations.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (general), sustainable land management

Hart, R. 1994. "Summary, Conclusions, and Lessons L earned from the SANREM/INFORUM Electronic
Conference on Indicators of Sustainability." Internet, January 15-April 22, 1994 INFORUM, World Wide Web
http://tda.uoquel ph.calwww/FSR/collections/indicator.html

NOTES:

Moderated discussion organized around series of questions that might typically be addressed by an interdisciplinary
group working together to develop and use indicators of sustainability as part of a processto find more sustainable
land use systems.

Conclusions:

1. There are many different multilateral, bilateral, and national public and private institutionsinterested in indicators
of sustainability.

2. Because of different definitions of sustainability and interest in sustaining different systems, there are different
approaches to the concept of indicators of sustainability.

3. The current state of the art of the methodology needed to be able to develop and use indicators of sustainability is,
in aeneral. not well-devel oped. but ideas on how to identifv possible indicators are emeraina.
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It isimportant to agree early in the indicator devel opment process how the indicator(s) will be used (qualitative
signals, quantitative predictors, in multifactor analyses) before devel oping a set of possible indicators.

1. Intuitive, more subjective, approach: Allows people to integrate past experiences, which are impossible to capture
guantitatively
2. Selection from amenu based on past experience approach: Past experience with measuring system performance
UNREGIS PRG3RIkt | oshgatyrs alfpwaustoyakem (tstohiNKelR qanedets ingigetors [g@pey ARE
3. Cause/effect or analytical approach: Analyzing how production methods affect productivity capacity.
KEY WORDS: Indicators (general)
Hawtin, G.C. 1994. "Agricultural Biodiversity and Ecosystem Health," pp. 4950 in Nielsen, N.O., ed. Proceedings

of an International Workshop: Agroecosystem Health, Ottawa, ON, 19 June 1994. University of Guelph, Guelph,
ON. 114 pp.

NOTES:

Pillar: Protection

Indicator: Diversity

Comments: In using diversity estimates as indicators of ecosystem health, it is probably of little useto try to
establish target levels and acceptabl e ranges. In monitoring diversity, however, we should note directions of change.
If diversity is decreasing we should be alerted to a possible decline in ecosystem health and should look hard at the
underlying causes.

KEY WORDS: Protection, biodiversity

Henninger, N. 1992. "Environmental Impact and Sustainability Indicatorsfor K2." World Resources I nstitute,
Washington, D.C. 58 pp.
NOTES:

K2 isthe envisaged successor of CAPPA (Computerized System for Agricultural and Population Planning
Assistance), acomputerized training tool for agricultural planning and policy analysis developed by the FAO.

The purpose of K2 isto provide a set of techniques for analysis and projections, plus an adaptabl e database for
agricultural policy analysis and planning. Whereas CAPPA was designed primarily asatraining tool, K2 will be an
operationa tool for policy analysis and planning. In their planning exercises K2 users should be able to perceive
impacts arising from different agricultural policies on production, labor, investment, foreign exchange, land
resources, and the environment. While K2 users will test different hypotheses, the training session will demonstrate
theinterconnectedness of popul ation, economy, agriculture, and the environment.

KEY WORDS:. Expert system

Hillary, N. Spearin, M. and Culver D. 1995. "Farm Resource Management Indicator: Inputs Management
Component.” Report 8. Policv Branch. Aariculture and Aari-Food Canada. Ottawa. ON. 23 pp.
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NOTES:

This paper describes the approach proposed for collecting information on inputs management practices. It discusses
the rationale for asking various questions rel ated to best management practices (BMPs); the testing of those
guestions prior to the survey; issues related to the selection of universe (both coverage and type of farm to be
surveyed); desired levels of geographic reporting, which will affect sample size and selection aswell as costs; the

UNREGIS 3500 e ibiiesitr v ol copact oo O T R By THE TRESTR FUFARE oo 20e

How inputs are used and managed relates to environmentally sustainable agriculture in several ways. Improper use
and application of inputs such as pesticides and nutrients can adversely affect on-farm resources, such as soil, and
off-farm resources, such as water quality and biodiversity. Through sound management and use of BMPsinputs can
be used in amanner posing little or no risk to the environment while contributing to productivity, a safe food supply,
and farm financial health. It istherefore appropriate to include inputs management factors within the larger suite of
agri-environmental indicators being devel oped.

KEY WORDS: Acceptability, inputs

Hobbs, P. and Morris, M. 1996. "Meeting South Asia's Future Food Requirements from Rice-Wheat Cropping
Systems: Priority Issues Facing Researchersin the Post-Green Revolution Era" NRG Paper 96-01. CIMMY'T,
Mexico. 46 pp.

ABSTRACT: Theimportance of rice-wheat cropping systemsin meeting present and future food needsin South
Asiaisreviewed. Evidence from anumber of factor productivity studies, which analyze yield trends after adjusting
for changesin levels of input use, suggest that growth in the productivity of South Asia's rice-wheat cropping
system isleveling off and, in some areas, declining. Some probable causes of this disturbing trend are considered in
the report, including soil-related factors (depl etion of soil chemicals, soil physical problems from puddling soils for
rice or repeated cultivation for wheat); problems relating to the quantity and quality of irrigation water; continuous
and intensive cereal cultivation, which has increased the incidence of pests (including weeds) and diseases; and
delaying planting of wheat following rice, acommon practicein many rice-wheat systems, which severely reduces
wheat yields. Changes in the organization and management of research that are required to restore growth in
productivity are discussed in the final sections of the paper.

NOTES:

Pillar: Productivity

Indicator: Productivity trend

Scope: Local, regional, national

Unit of measurement: Tons/ha, compared over time

Threshold: Productivity growth in South Asiais slowing, suggesting that the easy gains from the original Green
Revolution technologies for the most part have been realized. Throughout large parts of South Asia's rice-wheat
beltparticularly theirrigated partsadoption of modern varieties of cropsis now virtually complete, fertilizer ratesare
approaching optimal levels, and the potential for affordableirrigation islargely exhausted. By implication, if growth
in food production isto keep pace with projected increases in demand, new sources of productivity growth will have
to be tapped.

Pillar: Viability

Indicator: Input use
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Scope: Local, regional, national
Unit of measurement: Kg/ha

Pillar: Acceptability
Indicator: Crop variety
Brief description: Rice and wheat yieldsin South Asiaincreased noticeably following the introduction of modern

T T T T Ty S e

yields for the region as awhole more than doubled, rising from just over 1.0 t/hato about 2.3 t/ha.
Scope: Local, regional, national
Unit of measurement: Tons/ha of variety, compared over time

Conclusion: Thirty years after the onset of the original Green Revolution in South Asia, it is becoming increasingly
clear that the engine of growth isrunning out of steam. Modern varieties, fertilizer, and irrigation offer increasingly
limited prospects for raising yields in the future, especially in areas where adoption of these inputsis aready
extensive. Evidence for this conclusion comes from a number of intensively cultivated districtsin northwestern
Indiaand northeastern Pakistan, where growth in rice and wheat yields has slowed noticeably during the past two
decades, even though farmers have replaced older varieties of crops with newer ones and tripled fertilizer doses.
Although modern varieties, fertilizer, and irrigation do have the potentia to deliver productivity gainsin areas
where their useis still suboptimal (for example, eastern India, much of Bangladesh, and Nepal) in the heart of the
South Asian grain belt where rice-wheat cropping systems are most productive, these traditional sources of
productivity growth arelargely exhausted.

KEY WORDS: Productivity, viability, acceptability, inputs, crop variety

Ingham, E. 1996. "The Soil Foodweb: Its Importance to Ecosystem Health." An Organic Growers Home Page.
World Wide Web http://www.rain.org/ ~sals/ingham.html

NOTES:

Pillar: Protection

Indicator: Soil foodweb

Description: The numbers, biomass, activity, and community structure of the organisms that comprise the soil
foodweb can be used as indicators of ecosystem health because these organisms perform critical process and
functions.

Scope: Locd

Unit of measurement: Ratio of fungal to bacterial biomass

Thresholds: Total fungal to total bacterial biomassratio lessthan 1 (F/B<1). The most productive agricultural
systems have a 1:1 ratio. When agricultural soils become fungal-dominated, productivity will be reduced.

Conifer forest soils are fungal dominated and the ratio in which seedling regeneration occursis above 10. In
general, productive forest soils have ratios greater than 100.

KEY WORDS: Protection, soil quality

Kobrich, C. and Rehman, T. 1996. " Sustainability and the MCDM Paradigm: Model Construction and
Ontimization."VI11 Conaress of the European Association of Aaricultural Economics. Edinburah. Sentember 1996.
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ABSTRACT: An analytical framework is presented that is capabl e of assessing the impact of development tools on
the sustainability of peasant farming systems (FSs) in any microregion of a country. Any approach to the analysis of
sustai nability should begin with a clear definition of sustainability, which considers economic, environmental, and
socia aspects. The methodology presented here considersfirst, the identification of relevant FSs; second, the
construction of farm models;third, aggregation into amicroregional model; and finally, the optimization of this
model using the multi-criteria decisionmaking (MCDM) paradigm. Thisframework is devel oped in the context of

UNREGIS'DE%DamERst Ol &3 M IHREgi N, Yl FeRdiFtsTE{AG R flSFwe wtagesreeegmiedr i s¢efcl uded that the
multivariate analysis and sequentia semistructured surveys are suitable tools to support the construction of MCDM
models for the evaluation of sustainability in itswidest significance.

KEY WORDS: Sustainability, indicators (general), viability

Kuik, O. and Verbruggen, H., eds. 1992. In Search of Indicators of Sustainable Development. Kluwer Academic
Publishers, The Netherlands.

NOTES:

Finding measuring rods to answer questions such as whether aregion or country's economic performance was more
sustainable in 1991 than in 1981 was the objective of workshops organized in 1989 and 1990 by the Institute for
Environmental Studies of the Free University of Amsterdam at the request of the Netherlands National Institute of
Public Health and Environmental Protection. The papers presented at these workshops, which were attended by both
scientists and policymakers, form the core of this publication.

The search for indicators of sustainable development means a search for policy-relevant and coherent information
that adheresto the following criteria

Information that gives aclear indication of whether objectives will be met

Information on the system as awhole

Information of aquantitative character

I nformation understandable for nonscientists

Information containing parameters that can be used for longer periods.
KEY WORDS: Indicators (general)

Lal, R. 1994. "Methods and Guidelines for Assessing Sustainable Use of Soil and Water Resources in the
Tropics." Soil Management Support Services Technical Monograph 21. U.S. Agency for International
Development, Washington, D.C. 78 pp.

SUMMARY : Degradation of soil and water resources and environmental pollution are perceived to be major
problemsin the tropics. Vast areas of land are claimed to be degraded, some of them irreversibly, by awide range of
degradative processes, such as: accelerated erosion and desertification, compaction and hard setting, acidification,
declinein soil organic matter content and biodiversity, and depletion in soil fertility. The land area degraded by
different processesin thetropicsis estimated to be 915 © 106 haby water erosion, 474~ 106 ha by wind erosion,
50" 106 haby physical degradation, and 213~ 106 ha by chemical degradation.

Soil and environmental degradation, low productivity, and resource-based |ow-input agriculture go hand-in-hand.
Soil and environmental degradation are perpetuated by land misuse and exploitive and fertility-mining systems of
subsistence agriculture. Resource-poor farmers of the tropics are trapped in the ever-tightening grip of a sail
dearadation-low productivitv-povertv-low i nput-more dearadation cvcle.
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The concept of sustainability, useful and relevant asit is, needsto be made quantitative, objective, and reliable.
Thereisaneed to develop criteria and methods of quantitative assessment of sustainable use of soil and water
resources. To do thisisto: (a) identify soil and water indicators of sustainability; (b) establish quantitative
relationships between soil and water indicators and soil modifying degradative processes on the one hand and
productivity on the other; (c) define critical limits of soil and water indicatorsin relation to threshold values beyond
which productivity decline is severe and rapid, and beyond which soil and water resources are degraded to the point

UNREGI|S PERFEINHE 8@ swipdiasal sallcsustamald) Nnd-=aiTgerli 13yand- €)Tdeve oprstendzceized methods for

assessment of soil and water indicators.

Degradation of soil and water quality and sustainability of resource use must be expressed in terms of their impact
on productivity and environmental quality. Productivity isrelated to land use and management systems. Agronomic
productivity should be assessed in relation to key indicators, such as topsoil depth, texture, structure, avail able water
and nutrient capacity, pH, soil organic carbon content, cation exchange capacity, and toxic levels of some elements.
Productivity lossis permanent and irreversible only if it cannot be restored by alternate land use and science-based
inputs.

Thereis a sequence of steps and checklists that needs to be followed while assessing use of soil and water
resources. Thefirst step isto define objectives of assessing sustainability. The next step isto conduct a detailed
resource survey to evaluate the potential of and constraints on the resource base and identify predominant soil
degradative processes. Evaluation of changesin soil indicators and productivity due to soil modifying processesis
the next step. If productivity decline or change in soil indicator is drastic and severe, the next step is to change the
land-use and management system and follow theiterative process.

The science of quantification of sustainability, development of indices of soil quality, and productivity is new and at
formative stages of development. Consequently there are numerous researchabl e topics of high priority that require
interdisciplinary, multi-institutional, and long-term ecological experiments established on benchmark soilsin
principal ecoregions of the tropics. Research is needed in several relevant issuesincluding: (a) development and
standardization of analytic proceduresfor insitu assessment of soil physical and hydrological indicators; (b)
identification of techniques for establishment of the cause-effect relationship between soil indicators and
degradative processes on the one hand, and productivity on the other; (c) development of indices of sustainability,
soil resilience, and soil quality with relevance to the impact on production and environment; and, (d) development of
appropriate predictive models.

It isequally important to involve farmers and practitioners in the process of research and development on issues of
sustainable use of soil and water resources. Innovative farmers can be a valuable source of information and an
interested partner with vested interests. Farmer participation can be useful in selecting: (a) practical indicators of
relevant degradative processes affecting soil and water resources and economic productivity; and, (b) remedial or
aternate land use, cropping systems, and inputs for reversing degradative trends. Application of the methodology
and guidelines suggested in this report can help improve the database and provide reliable and objective assessment
of the extent and severity of soil degradation in relation to itsinput on productivity, sustainability, and
environmental quality.

NOTES:

Indicators of agronomic productivity

Indicator Scale and obj ectives of measurement

Total biomass Expressed per unit area, per unit time or both
Agronomicyield Calculated per unit area, per unit time or both
Economicvield Determined in terms of net returns

(table continued on next paae)
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(table continued from previous page)

Resource use efficiency Computed in terms of water, nutrient, or energy use efficiency

Potential vs. actual productivity Potential productivity depends on inherent characteristics, inputs, and management

Land equivalent ratio Expressed as a measure of the intensity of land use

Croppingintensity Computed as numbers of crops grown per year on the same piece of land

Areatime equivalent ratio Considers growth duration of each crop in amixed cropping system
UNREGES&RIBD VERSION OF Tia\éheiy)(ealofrcualid\vioaiicedR By THETA-SOFTWARE

Thermodynamics Enerav produced per unit of enerav input

Indicators of soil and water sustainability for the humid tropics )
Pr olcess&c/ parameters Indicators
Soi
Acidification  pH, total acidity, base saturation, exchangeable Al and Mn.
Soil fertility Total and plant availableN, P, K, Ca, Zn, S, soil organic matter content, and activity and
) speciesdiversity of earthworms and termites.
Soil structure  Aggregation, mean weight diameter, bulk density and strength, porosity, and pore size
) distribution, erodibility, rooting depth
Soil water Available water capacity, infiltration rate, saturated and unsaturated hydraulic conductivity
Soil erosion Potential risks and actual erosion rate under different management systems, soil loss tolerance,
erosion, and crop productivity

ater
Water balance  Runoff rate and amount, interflow, soil water storage, water deficit
Waterquality  Dissolved and suspended loads, type and concentration of agricultural chemicals,
eutrophication
Climate
Rainfall Intensity and amount, rainfall distribution erosivity, return period
Energy budget  Net solar radiation, and soil and air temperatures, eneray budaet

Indicators of soil and water sustainability for semihumid and semiarid tropics

g(r)plcme/ parameters Indicators
i
Compaction and Crust strength, bulk density, penetration resistance, porosity and pore size distribution,
hardsetting infiltration rate, cracking patterns, and intensity
Soil erosion Magnitude of wind and water erosion and rate of gully advance, soil erodibility, erosion-
) productivity relationship, soil losstolerance
Soil structure Adgaregation and aggregate stability, pore size distribution
Drought stress Available water capacity, rooting depth, water deficit, probability of drought during the
season
Soil fertility Soil organic carbon, total and plant available macro-and micro-nutrients
Soil faune Activity and species diversity of termites
Sdinization ~ Electrical conductivity, SAR, total soluble salts
Particle size distributionStoniness, texture
ater
Water balance Water deficit, water balance on weekly basis
Quality Concentration and nature of soluble saltsin surface and ground waters, sediment load,
eutrophication
Climate
Rainfall Onset and cessation of rains, growing season
Energy budget Soil and air temperatures, evaporative demand
Wind Wind velocity and directions, sand blastina
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Soil and water indicators for the arid tropics and irrigated agriculture
Processes/parameters Indicators

il
Drought Water balance, growin season, surface, and ground water resources, water quality, soil and
. airtemperatures ' .
Salinity Salt concentration in the root zone, nature of salts and SAR, drainage and leaching of salts,

UNREGISTEREGR VERSIO o R o G ERIER Bk i @RV YARBilization, send

blasting of seedlings

Soil fertility pH, total and plant available nutrients, rooting depth
Surfacestoniness  Sjze and concentration of stones and concretions
[rrigation
yple a%nld Design efficiency, crop water requirement, scheduling irrigation
availabilitv
Drainage Profile drainage, surface drainage features, drainage outlet, waterlogging, recycling of
drainagewater _
ai Water table Level and fluctuations in water table, and aquifer recharge
imate
Aridity Evaporative demand, soil and air temperatures, relative humidity
Wind Wind velocity and duration

KEY WORDS: Productivity, viability, yield performance, resource management, inputs, soil management, soil
quality, water quality, rainfall, security, protection, indigenous knowledge

Lammerts van Bueren, E.M. and Blom, E.M. 1997. Hierarchical Framework for the Formulation of Sustainable
Forest Management Sandards. The Tropenbos Foundation. Bachhuys Pub., The Netherlands. 82 pp.

SUMMARY : The publication describes principles, criteria, and indicators for sustainable forest management
(SFM). Collectively, these are tools for monitoring and reporting or to serve as reference points for assessment of
current forest management. The concern at the international level isfor monitoring and reporting, but there are also
market opportunities for forest products coming from sustainable, or at |east well-managed, forests. There are many
international, national, and private-sector organizations devel oping standards for SFM; thisreport is an effort to
bring them all together.

The hierarchy proposed by the Tropenbos framework includes the following typology of parameters:

Input: An object, capacity, or intent operated on by any human driving force (for example, aforest management
plan)

Process: The management process or human activity precipitated by the input

Outcome: The result(s) of the action.

The hierarchy solvesthe problem of how to cope with the many and varied procedures currently available to assess
forest management.

The hierarchy attemptsfirst of all to use available data as much as possible. In theinitial stages thresholds and
targets should be set conservatively and adjusted as new data and information become available. A pure
mathematical approach to criteriaand indicators will not be practical, and assessment of the quality of forest
ecosystems will have to rely on professional judgment to some degree. In practice, the assessment of the quality of
forest management boils down to a check on compliance with indicators and norms, not principles and criteria.
However, without the formulation of principles and criteriaand an understanding of the indicators that link them,
this check is not meaninaful.
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The publication reviews existing standards from the following sources:
International Tropical Timber Organization (1992)
Amazon Cooperative Treaty A.C. (1995)
Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forestsin Europe, Helsinki (1994)

UNREGISTEREHMORIEL LS ANPML TO PDF CONVERTER By THETA-SOFTWARE
African Timber Organization (1996)

Deskundigengroep Duurzaam Bosbeheer (Working Group of Experts of Sustainable Forest Management)
(1994)

Forest Stewardship Council (1996)
Scientific Certification Systems (1995)
Smartwood Programme (1993)
The Soil Association Marketing Company Ltd.Responsible Forestry Programme (1994)
CIFOR (1996).
NOTES:
Pillars: Productivity, protection, viability, acceptance
Indicators: Varied, related to assessing forest quality

Scope: Nationa, global
Unit of measurement: Varied

KEY WORDS: Forestry, principles, criteria, indicators, hierarchy

Larson, W.E. and Pierce, F.J. 1994. "The Dynamics of Soil Quality asaMeasure of Sustainable Management." In
Defining Soil Quality for a Sustainable Environment, SSSA-Special Publication 35. Soil Science Society of
America, Madison, Wis.

NOTES:

Pillar: Protection

Indicator: Soil quality

Description: The capacity of asoil to function, both within its ecosystem boundaries and with the environment
externa to that system

Scope: Locd

Unit of measurement: Expressed as a function of attributes

Method of Measurement: The dynamics of soil quality can beidentified by expressing soil quality, Q, asafunction
of measurable soil attributes, gi values; measuring the variation of these attributes over time; and evaluating the
dynamics of soil quality, dQ/dt, using models or statistical quality control procedures.

. I:,qlf B quu - (qn.' - qn.‘ﬂ'
dQ Qfﬂﬂl L?rilcl
d! - dt

Among the soil attributesidentified:
Nutrient availability for the region
Total organic C
LabileorganicC
Texture
Plant-availablewater capacity
Structure
Strenath (bulk densitv or penetration resistance)
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Maximum root depth
pH
Electrical conductivity.

KEY WORDS: Protection, soil quality
Lawas, C.M. and Lining, H.A. 1996. "Farmers Knowledge and GIS." Center for Internanonal Research and

UN REGIST%WEP%%‘@I@@P@PFME Netheol pyds Wihox| o Witele ifeb

ABSTRACT: Indigenous knowledge has become a valuable input in planning and decisionmaking related to

sustai nable management of natural resources. This article presents amethod of collecting genuine information from
indigenous farmers and using acomputer system to store important spatial and geographic information. Theretrieval
and quantification of such indigenous information by means of a GIS maximizes the usefulness of the data. The GI S
also makes it possible to create, analyze, and process scenarios using the information stored in the computer.
Moreover, it approaches the rationality and validity of the farmers' knowledge by relating their conception of
elevation to the intensity of their cropping practices.

KEY WORDS: Indigenous knowledge

Lefroy, E.C. and Hobbs, R.J. 1992. "Ecological Indicators for Sustainable Agriculture." Australian Journal of Soil
and Water Conservation 5:4, 22-8.

ABSTRACT: Achieving sustainability in agriculture involves simultaneously satisfying ecological, economic, and
socia requirements. It is possible to define the required economic and socia conditions relatively easily in terms of
the viability of individual farm businesses and the regional economy and support to rural populations. The
ecological conditions that need to be met are more difficult to define, and this remains a major obstacle to the
development of sustainable agricultural systems. This paper puts forward aframework that may be useful in
deriving indicators of ecological sustainability. It is suggested that indicators should aim to reflect the condition of
the four fundamental characteristics of natural systems, namely the cycling of water and nutrients, the flow of
energy, and the role of speciesrichnessin the dynamics of the biotic component. As an example apreliminary and
very simple set of indicators derived for the wheatbelt of Western Australiais given.

NOTES:

Authors conclude that subjecting agriculture to ssmple ecological analysis can help to highlight deficienciesin
existing systems of land use and suggest possible solutions. Ecological indicators that attempt to reflect the integrity
of fundamental processes may prove useful in focusing the design of ecologically sustainable agricultural systems.
Clearly more work is required to determine useful indicators and establish present and desired values for the few
indicators suggested here.

Pillars: Security, protection, viability, acceptability
Scope: Local
L ocation: Western Australian wheatbelt
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Indicator Description Measure
WATER CYCLE
1. Water use potential Perennial plant density treelha <1 10
Annual plant density by season %cover
2. Ground water quality Conductivity mS/m 345C
UNREGISTERED VERSION OF i fIB5F CONVERTER Sy THETA-SOFTWARE
Total solids ma/L
3. Surface water quality Conductivity mS/m
Total phosphorus mg/L
Total nitrogen mg/L
~ Suspended solids mao/L
4. Ground water accession Change in depth to water table m
NUTRIENT CYCLE
1. Nutrient lossthrough  Retention of surface cover % stable > 200 25
wind & water erosion vegetation cover
Average distance between
permanent shelterbelts units of shelterbelt
height

2. Leaching of applied
SNl ogical activity

4 Nitrogen fixation

ENERGY . .
1. Energy inputsin
breakdown

2. Solar energy interception

< previous page

Coincidence between soil types 9

and manacement

Population density oﬂey speci esnumber/cm3

Level of metabolic activity in
sail

Rate of OM and surface litter
breakdown

AC|d|tv/aI
Density o

fixina assomatlons

Calorie equivaent herbicide
per caloriegrain

Calorieequivaent fertiliser
per caloriegrain

Calorie equivalent liquid

fuel per caloriegrain
eighted average sowing

date for crops

Weighted average maturity
date for crops

page 51

respiration rate
ka/halyr

pH changef/yr

ant spem&cwnh N- % cover

ratio
ratio

ratio

ratio

ratio

Page 51

Level .
Presenil ransitionaDesirable

304C
<080C
0.050.15
1.014

040C

"10

10C

(table continues on the followina pace)
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(continued)
: Level :
Indicator Description Measure PresentlransitionalDesirable
Annual pasture density % ground cover
May 020 1C 15
July 130 15 3C
September 4C 6C
UNREGPOVERSHDY VER ION OF HTML TO PDF CONVERTER Br¥ ;[HETA SOFTWARE
1. Diversity of plant ~ Species count by plant form:
species and forms trees, shrubs, perennial specwsongl nally
herbs, perennial grasses, present
) annual grasses; annual herbs
2. Representation of  Proportion of areas occupied %
plant functional by:
arouns
Trees 3 £ 102¢C
Shrubs.
Perennia herbs 2 1C 20
Annual pasture 45 4C 3C
N : Crops . . 45 45 40
3. Diversity of native Key species count: birds; Proportion of species
fauna mammal's; other originaly
t
4. Soil biologica oresen
activity
(see above)
5. Conservation status Congruence between 20 5C 10C
protected

remnants and minimum

bset
6. Connectivity gércentage of remnants
connected hv corridors

KEY WORDS: Security, protection, viability, acceptability, water quality, soil quality, inputs, biodiversity

Lightfoot, C. Prein, M. and Ofori, J.K. 1996. "The Potential Impact of Integrated Agriculture-Aguaculture Systems
on Sustainable Farming,” pp. 51-6 in Prein, M. Ofori, J.K. and Lightfoot, C., eds. Research for the Future
Development of Aquaculture in Ghana. International Centre for Living Aquatic Resources Management,
Philippines. 94 pp.

ABSTRACT: Farmer participatory experiments on integrated agriculture-aquaculture (IAA) on smallholder farmsin
Ghanawere conducted. Based on preliminary results, the potential of this integration technology for making
existing, traditional farming systems more sustainable clearly exists. Household economics, together with four
sustainability indicators, show that farmsthat adopt IAA become more sustainable. Additional environmental
benefits, aswell asincreased awareness among farmers as to the effects of their activities, can be achieved. Possible
measures for policy formulation towards widespread adoption are suggested.

NOTES:

For the comparison of |AA with existing nonintegrated systems, the researchers used species diversity, bioresource
recvclina. natural resource svstems canacitv. and economic efficiencv asindicatorsfor sustainabilitv.
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Pillar: Productivity

Indicator: Diversity

Unit of measurement: Diversity isthe number of species cultivated

Comment: A weaknessisthat it does not take into account the extent of the cultivation. The authors specul ate that

diversity contributes to sustainability through biocontrol of pests, reduced risks through compensation by one

species for reduced production in another, and maintenance of alarger range of germplasm.
UNREGIS'E@@E@ME@SION OF HTML TO PDF CONVERTER By THETA-SOFTWARE

Indicator: Recycling

Unit of measurement: Recycling isthe number of bioresource flows. For example: maize stover to goats and sheep,

pond mud on vegetables, vegetable waste to feed fish, and so forth

Comment: A weaknessisthat the indicator does not take into account the volume of flows. The authors specul ate

that recycling contributes to sustainability through reduced pollution, utilized wastes, and more N and P in more

availableforms.

Pillar: Viability

Indicator: Capacity

Unit of measurement: The capacity of the natural resource systemsisthetotal output from each system, including

internal and external flows, expressed in monetary terms, divided by the number of resource systems.

Comment: A weaknessis that the indicator does not take account of the external inputs to detect resource mining.

The authors speculate that capacity contributes to sustainability through greater offtake and reduced offsite effects.

Pillar: Viability

Indicator: Economic efficiency

Unit of measurement: Economic efficiency is profit or net income, which is gross return minus total costs.

Comment: A weaknessisthat the indicator does not take account of the arbitrary nature of assigning opportunity

costs for inputs, especially bioresources.

KEY WORDS: Productivity, viability

Lightfoot, C. Dalsgaard, J.P. Bimbao, M.A. and Fermin, F. 1993. "Farmer Participatory Procedures for Managing
and Monitoring Sustainable Farming Systems." Journal of the Asian Farming System Association 2: 6787.

ABSTRACT: Development imperatives are changing. Maximizing commaodity productivity isgiving way to

sustai nable management of natural resources. High external input farming is giving way to low external input
farming. With these changes come the needs to help farmers manage the integration of livestock, forestry, and
aquaculture into crop-based farms and to assess the impact of these systems on the environment. Our objectiveisto
devise afarmer-participatory method that not only improves farmer management of natural resources, but also
monitorsthe impact of improvements. Farmer-participatory methodsfirst identify indigenous categories of natural
resources. For each natural resource type an inventory of crop, vegetable, tree, livestock, and fish enterpriseis
collated. Thisinformation is elicited through drawing maps and topographical transects of the resource systems.
Bioresource flows between enterprises and resource types are then modeled in farmers' conceptual diagrams.
Farmers monitor and manage resource flows
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by recording inputs directly onto their conceptual models. At the start and end of a season the farmers bring their
guantified modelsto a group meeting where lessons are learned "farmer-to-farmer," and researchers collect the data
recorded and introduce new techniques to manage natural resources. A rolling design of farmers experimentsin
natural resource management is put into place.

Case studies over two seasons with three farmers in the Philippinesillustrate how natural resource management can

i i f impro inn r e in terms of changesin
UNREGIS R e B T oty OB A STt o B e ST T s
analyses of the four indicators show that dynamism and reversals characterize all farms. Rapid increases and
decreasesin all indicators occur. Results suggest that high performancein all indicators can occur simultaneously
and that economic loss from crop failure does not jeopardize performance in species diversity and recycling.
Although still inits early stages, participating farmerstell of improved resource management and expressinterest in
long-term monitoring. However, time series data on more farms are needed to develop more and better indicators.

KEY WORDS: Indigenous knowledge, acceptability, resource management

Lyson, T.A. and Welsh, R. 1993. "The Production Function, Crop Diversity, and the Debate Between Conventional
and Sustainable Agriculture." Rural Sociology 58:3, 424-39.

ABSTRACT: Organizationa assumptions embedded in the production function of neoclassical economics have
served to structure production agriculture in the United States for the past 100 years. The narrow focus of the
production function on the inputs of land, labor, capital, and management and the use of on-farm profitability asthe
primary definition of sustainability have come under attack from sustainabl e agriculturalists who argue that social
and environmental consequences of production are as important as economic outcomes. Using diversity of crops
harvested as an indicator of sustainability, the production function is operationalized to inform the debate between
the conventional, neoclassical model of production and the alternative, sustainable model. Censuses of agriculture
datafrom 1978, 1982, and 1987 are used in both crosssectional and temporal models. Results show that increasesin
expenditures for equipment and machinery, prevalence of corporate farms, higher rates of tenancy, and the
prevalence of large farms are associated with lower levels of diversity at the county level. Conversely, higher levels
of diversity are found in counties with greater farm labor expenses, where there are more mediumsize farms and
farmersare morelikely to farm fulltime.

NOTES:

Pillar: Acceptability

Indicator: Diversity of crops harvested

Description: Authors assume that crop diversity is an indication of the adoption of sustainable practices; that is,
favoring significantly reduced use of synthetic farm chemicals, smaller farm units, appropriate technology, reduced
energy use, greater farm and regional self-sufficiency, minimally processed foodstuffs, conservation of finite
resources, and more direct salesto consumers.

Crops: Wheat, corn, soybeans, orchards, alfalfa, rice, barley, oats, dry edible beans, Irish potatoes, snap beans,
cotton, sorghum, other vegetables, cover crops, and other hay crops

Location: United States (2,919 counties)

Scope: Regional, national

Unit of measurement: Two different measures:
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Smpson index the probability of an acre of harvested cropland being occupied by the most dominant crop
Coefficient of variation
Methods of measurement:
Smpson index based on the prabability of choosing any two individuals at random from aninfinitely large
community [SI = SUM(n1 (n1-1)/N(N-1)), where ni = number of individualsin the acres of land and N = total
number of crops]

UNREGISTeetfieient/of i Bion the-stantivd deiation pf @samplédinuiron ediDSlE TabSsoag AR, Thisis
accomplished by dividing the standard deviation of a sample population by the mean. Its upper bound isreached
when all available cropland harvested in a county is accounted for by one crop.

KEY WORDS: Acceptability, crop variety

MacDonald, K.B. and Gleig, D.B. 1996. "Indicator of Risk of Water Contamination from Nitrogen (IROWC-N)."
Draft. Ontario Land Resource Unit, Centre for Land and Biological Resources Research, Research Branch,
Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, Ottawa, ON. 41 pp.

ABSTRACT: Oneimportant component of the Environmental Indicators Project isan indicator that dealswith the
impact of agricultural activities on water quality. Thisindicator has been dealt with in terms of risk and is described
asan Indicator of Risk of Water Contamination (IROWC). The agricultural activitiesthat affect water quality
include the kind of crops being grown and their rotation sequence, the inputs of nutrients and pesticides required to
achieveyields that are economically sustainable, and general land management practices (such as subsurface
drainage, buffer strips, tillage practices, and so on). These agricultural activities, which can be controlled by the land
manager, also affect other indicators, in particular those dealing with soil quality/ degradation, greenhouse gas
evolution, or sequestration and nutrient balance.

NOTES:

Pillar: Protection

Indicator: Risk of water contamination

Description: Identifiestrendsin the risk of water contamination from agrichemicals; the indicator will track primary
agriculture's success in minimizing water pollution risks and identify areas at higher relative risk.

Scope: Regional, but can be used from national to field level

Unit of measurement: Ratio of the potential contaminant concentration (mg/L) to the maximum allowable
concentration (mg/L). Indicator may be reported in risk classes.

Methods of measurement: IROWC utilizes a series of nested hierarchial levels, which range from national to field
level, to provide a structure for analysis.

Risk is characterized by two general attributes: the possibility of an undesirable outcome (hazard) and the
uncertainty of its occurrence, timing, or magnitude (exposure). IROWC isan indicator of risk to water quality from
agricultural activities. The possibility of an undesirable outcome is determined by locating areas to which nutrients
or pesticides are applied. The probability of exposure is determined related to afixed threshold value chosen for
IROWC (for N): the drinking water standard of 10 mg NO3-N per liter. The potential magnitude is determined
through apartial budget approach.

Inputs:
Fertilizer N
Manure N
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Atmospheric deposition

N fixation by nonsymbiotic bacteria
Outputs:

Harvested crop

Denitrification

L eaching to ground water
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The quantity of excess N in the soil isthe difference between inputs and outputs.

Limitations: A variety of anthropogenic influences affect the overall nitrogen balance in the environment, but this
project has considered only the impacts of agricultural activities. Nitrogen inputs from atmospheric deposition or
nonsymbiotic nitrogen fixation are not included, nor are losses from denitrification. Other factors that affect rural
land and water (such as nitrogen from rural septic systems) should be considered in placing this agricultural
IROWC-N in perspective of the overall ecosystem health/integrity assessment for sustainable devel opment.

Conclusions. IROWC-N is sensitive to the mix of crops and levels of nutrient inputs from fertilizer and manure.
Additional work isrequired at amore detailed level to determine the effects of other management practices, such as
conservationtillage.

A main feature of IROWC-N would appear to be the dynamics of nitrogen during the traditional noncrop period.
Research on controlled drainage and with catch crops (crops grown late in the season to take up nitrogen and retain
it in biomass over winter) offer some potential to mitigate the effects of intensive cropping on IROWC-N.

In addition to the direct requirements of the Environmental Indicators Project, the work on IROWC is also related to
avariety of other studies dealing with water quality. Efforts are underway within the OECD countries to assess the
impact of agriculture on water quality. The policy branch of Agriculture and Agri-Food Canadaisinterested in
developing apredictive capacity that includes water impactsin order to evaluate various policy alternatives. Severd
INRA laboratoriesin France have research projects dealing with various aspects of agricultural impacts on water
quality.

KEY WORDS: Protection, water quality, inputs

Mantel, S. and van Engelen, V.W.P. 1997. "The Impact of Land Degradation on Food Productivity: Case Studies
in Uruguay, Argentina, and Kenya." Vol. I: Main Report. Report 97/01, International Soil Reference and
Information Center, Wageningen, The Netherlands. 44 pp.

ABSTRACT: Land units may differ in their resistance to erosion and human-induced and climatic changes.
Moreover, the impact of degradation on functional properties of land and its productive capacity may differ between
land units and soils. The present study describes amixed qualitative/quantitative methodology for assessment of the
impact of erosion on productivity of aland use system, given the variability in natural conditions (for example, soils,
landform, and climate). This approach is applied to three countries situated in two regionsSouth America (Uruguay
and part of Argenting) and east Africa (Kenya)with different types of land use and in highly varying agroecological
conditions. A chain of models was used to study the impact of erosion on crop production. The studies were based
on national 1:1 M scale Soil and Terrain (SOTER) databases that were compiled for northern Argentina, Kenya, and
Uruguay. Soils and terrain attributes are linked to a Geographical Information System (GIS), permitting spatial
analysis. For stratification of climatic datathe Agro-Ecological Zones (AEZ) maps of South America (in the case of
Uruauav and Araentina) and Africa (for the case of Kenva) were used. Onlv the spatiallv
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dominant soil component by AEZ was considered in the analysis. For these dominant soils of each mapping unit
suitable for the land use, the potential yield before and after an erosion scenario of 20 years was calculated. The
impact of change in soil properties, influencing crop performance, induced by removal of topsoil through sheet
erosionisanayzed in this study. In thetwo countriesin Latin America soil erosion affected mostly the physical
properties of the soils, resulting in acalculated yield reduction of between 25 and 50 percent. In Kenyathe largest
yield reduction was mainly dueto lossin soil fertility. Potential yields after erosion mostly ranged from 25 percent

UNREGIS TR EEQ Beosnt Of theidtiyent Sual DF- ADOMpleEsat o ot FrIgoaBand-a seleckgn of maps of
Argentinaand Kenyafigure in thisreport, while the remaining maps of Argentinaand Kenya, together with Pedo-
Transfer Functions, are published in a separate volume.

NOTES:

Pillars: Productivity, protection

Indicators: Constraint-freeyield
Water-limitedyield
Nutrient-limitedyield
Erosion

Scope: Regional, national

Unit of measurement: Qualitative, comparative

KEY WORDS: Degradation, productivity, erosion, AEZ, GIS, South America, Africa

Mathias, E. 1995. "Framework for Enhancing the Use of Indigenous Knowledge." Center for International
Research and Advisory Networks, Enschede, The Netherlands. World Wide Web
http://www.nufficcs.nl/ciran/ikdm/3-2/articles/mathias.html

ABSTRACT: With growing recognition of the value of indigenous knowledge for sustainabl e devel opment, both
the number of projects and the amount of information on indigenous knowledge have increased. Despite these
efforts, however, development projects still appear to make little use of this valuable resource. Donors' recognition
of indigenous knowledge often represents little more than lip service, seldom translating into action or funding.
What more can be done by individual organizationsworking in the field of indigenous knowledge to promote its use
for development?

The framework reviews past efforts and suggests future action. It highlights trends and illustrates them with afew
examples. It hasintentionally been kept short and precise, which means that many important publications and
ongoing projects are not mentioned. The framework presented is based on two objectives, that are seen as essential
in promoting the use of indigenous knowledge: (a) to increase and improve the available information on indigenous
knowledge; and (b) to enhance the application of indigenous knowledge in development activities.

The framework isintended as an input for discussions rather than afinal recommendation.
KEY WORDS: Indigenous knowledge

Mausbach, M.J. Unpublished. "Development of Soil Quality Indicators: Progress Report from the United States."
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, Paris. 10 pp.

NOTES:
Pillars: Protection. securitv. accentabilitv
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Indicators:

Depth to root restricting layers

Soil compaction

Organic carbon

Potentially mineralizable carbon and nitrogen; basal respiration
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Texture

pH

Electrical conductivity

Cation exchange capacity, Al and bases
Surface crusts (mineral and biocrust)
Land cover/use

Site characteristics

Tillage

Erosion

Conservation/farming system

Scope: Local

Pilot study evaluating soil quality measurements and interpretive indices using the scientific, spatial, and historic
framework of the National Resources Inventory sample database.

Interpretation of indicators at each site hinges on the development of reference values for indicators that represent a
soil functioning at full potential. Ideally, reference values should be developed for each soil series and land use.
However, thiswould be amonumental task. A more practical approach isto develop reference values for soils that
functionsimilarly.

Researcherswill group soils that function similarly for land use such asrow crops or closely grown crops such as
wheat. Values of indicators from the study will be compared to the reference values to determine the state of the
quality of soilsin aregion.

KEY WORDS: Protection, security, acceptability, soil quality, resource management

McCann, S. 1995. "Agricultura Indicators. Indicator Program Descriptions.” World Resources I nstitute,
Washington, D.C. World Wide Web http://tdg.uoguel ph.ca/www/FSR/coll ection/ indicator/program.txt

NOTES:

This document includes profiles of 37 programs currently involved in devel oping indicators of agricultural
sustainability. The profiles are arranged in four categories based on the focus of an organization'sindicator output or
reports. The categories include the global and national level; the regional level (ecoregion, watershed, landscape,
and so on); the community, project, and farm level; and the soil level.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (general)

Melnychuk, N. Olfert, O. Youngs, B. and Gillot, C. 1996. "Monitoring Insect Populations in Saskatchewan Farming
Systems," 22-3 in Stushnoff, C.T, ed. Proceedings of the Second Sustainable Land Management Workshop, University
of Saskatchewan. 20 Februarv 1996. Aariculture and AariFood Canada. Saskatoon. SK. 29 po.
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NOTES:

I nsects have always posed athreat to agricultural production. M echanization and monoculture characteristics of
modern conventional agriculture exacerbate this problem by simplifying the natural ecosystem. Simplification
means aloss of natural checks and balances that resultsin recurrent cycles of pest outbreaks, often with devastating
economic effect. These outbreak cycles have necessitated human intervention, often in the form of agrochemical

VNG i Vit siimda e SothoaiilvistysiRlipe ikt
The pest-natural enemy complex found in the crop isinfluenced by three factors under human control. The purpose
of this study is to examine how these factors affect the insect fauna on Saskatchewan farms.

Management level and type of inputs. Fields from the high cereal input rotations had higher abundance of all three
groups than the organic cereal rotation. The high input forage rotation had a greater abundance of herbivores;
however predators and hymenopterawere higher in the organic forage rotation.

Surrounding environment presence of noncultivated areas near the field. More insects were found in the margins of
the cereal rotation fields than in the crops. The forage rotation had a higher abundance of hymenopterain the
margin. Herbivore and predator numbers were higher in the crop. Thisis because of alarge number of pea aphids
found inthe afalfafields.

Croptype. The type of crop being grown in afield influenced the abundance of insects collected. Alfalfa had the
highest number and whesat had the lowest. Peas had an intermediate abundance.

Climatic condition will also influence the insect fauna.
KEY WORDS: Viahility, acceptability, inputs, resource management, crop variety

Miller, F.P. and Wali, M.K. 1995. "Sails, Land Use, and Sustainable Agriculture: A Review." Canadian Journal of
Soil Science 75: 4, 413-22.

ABSTRACT: Viewing soilsin the full context of landscape ecology isimperative. Both land and its component soil
resources are finite. The biological capability of the earth’'s ecosystemsislimited, even though agricultural
productivity has been manipulated by genetic selection of plants, adjusting nutrient flows, managing water, and
controlling pests. However these interventions al so have serious economic and environmental repercussions.
Increasing populations require more space, more food, more fuels, and more of other resources. For soil scientists
the challenges are to understand soil processes, characterize and map soil resources, and predict soil behavior under
avariety of potential usesin theinterest of providing society and its governing institutions with options and
tradeoffsin land-use decisions. Global and regional economic and agricultural productivity will depend solely on
our ability to increase productivity by: (a) making economic-agricultural devel opment congruent with ecological and
social-political realities, (b) ensuring proper use and conservation of indigenous genetic resources, and ()
rehabilitating disturbed and degraded ecosystems. In this review we assess the considerations and suggest needed
strategies.

KEY WORDS: Soil aualitv. resource manaoement
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Namkoong, G. Boyle, T. Gregorius, H.R. Joly, H. Savolainen, O. Ratnam, W. and Y oung,A. 1996. "Testing
Criteriaand Indicators for Assessing the Sustainability of Forest Management: Genetic Criteriaand Indicators."
Working Paper 10. Center for International Forestry Research, Bogor, Indonesia. 12 pp.

ABSTRACT: Thisworking paper contains proposals for specific genetic criteriaand indicators (C&1) that are
expected to be part of amore general set of biological C& . These proposals are intended for use in guiding tropical

t, Qut theindi r ifier ' ti i iptionswhere a
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time and special scale than events that can be observed at the level of forest stand effects, asingle forest stand event
can have effects on several genetic processes. In addition the pattern of genetic diversity that has already evolved is
due to abalance of severa evolutionary forces that operate at different spatial and temporal scales, and forest
practices would therefore be expected to affect several genetic factors. To provide guidance on what genetic
processes may be affected by forest practices, we first describe the factors that affect genetic processes and then
provide amatrix of relationships between types of forest-level events and genetically significant factors.

Since theintention of the larger project isto steer possible management actions, the report identifies two main
concerns of sustainability: first, whether the genetic variation is being maintained, and second, what conservation or
enhancement measures can be effective. We state one criterion and for each of these concerns sets of indicators are
defined that would address the issue of sustainability. For each indicator, sets of verifiers are provided which differ
in the biologically relevant feature they measure or in the precision and technical facilities they require.

Finally, the need for rapid assessment and precision under difficult field conditions requires research and
development of efficient direct and surrogate measures of the genetic resource. We therefore include
recommendations for short- and medium-term research that would improve the scientific value, cost-effectiveness,
ease of use, and further development of genetic criteriaand indicators.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (general), forestry

Narayanan, S. 1995. "Input Use Efficiency Indicator: Use Efficiency for Fertilizer, Pesticides and Energy." Report
11. Farm Economics Division, Policy Branch, Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, Ottawa, ON. 22 pp.

ABSTRACT: This paper documents the development of input use efficiency indicators (plant nutrient), pesticide
(plant protection), and energy inputs. Discussion includes general aspects of inputs and environment, policy context,
rationale for input use efficiency indicators, methodology, data, and analyses of results.

NOTES:

Pillar: Viability

Indicator: Input use efficiency

Definition: Quantity of input used to produce a unit quantity of agriculture output

Scope: National, regional

Unit of measurement: Ratio of inputs over outputsis expressed as an index with the base year set at 100

Methods of measurement: Quantities of input and output were derived implicitly from expenditures and receipts
data by deflating with appropriate price indexes. This approach overcomes the lack of actual quantity data for many
inouts and output items and facilitates aoareaation of inputs
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and outputs measured in different units. Implicit quantity isaso alegitimate measure asit is expressed in constant
dollarsand is proportional to and closely tracks the trends in absol ute quantities.

Targets: Theindicators cannot be assessed against a performance objective or standard because no such standard
exists. Therefore the change and the direction of changein the indicators are used as a means for assessing the
results.

UNREGIS HEmEtiong tmetiers \irots, psedin tfﬁ@@ﬁ@@' To(reh &/ PARCAIOFS, tﬂmcgg?ﬂﬂmm of lack of actual

anE(B:onsi stent data and%%ﬁaggreganon of heterogeneous Input |temssagut thislimits direct comparison of total use
and efficiency index levels between inputs and by commaodity. Comparisons between regions for the sameinput is
justifiable, provided the regional price deflators are weighted properly.

Theindicators are aggregative and lumpy (separate ingredients are combined into oneinputN, P, and K, fertilizers,
and various pesticide compounds). Thislimits the scope of theindicator for policy interventions.

Input indicators in themselves do not provide quantitative explanations of the causes for the changes and trendsin
them, nor do they capture their indirect environmental impacts or benefits. These are explained qualitatively based
on available extraneous information.

Conclusion:;
Recommends:
1. Developing indicators by ingredient category and/or by crop

2. Establishing threshold/critical levels based on ensuring adequate output and defined by agroecol ogical regions for
each input ingredient

3. Developing separate energy efficiency use indexes by crop and livestock outputs

4, Developing input use efficiency indicators by converting fertilizer, pesticide, and energy inputs and outputsinto
standard energy units based on available conversion coefficients and then dividing the energy units of input by
energy units of output to arrive at the indicators.

KEY WORDS: Viability, inputs

Natural Resources Conservation Service.1996. "Ecosystem Indicators: A Processto Assist with Planning and
Monitoring Activities." U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 37 pp.

SUMMARY': The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) assigned an "Action Team" the task of
facilitating the use of indicatorsfor planning and implementation activities within the agency. While the state-of -
the-art in the use of indicators to assess ecosystem processes is hot well advanced, there are someindicators that can
be useful today. The team devel oped amodel to direct the selection of indicators for use in evaluations of ecosystem
conditions. The team also developed a preliminary set of indicators and recommendations for their further
development and use. Additional analysis of indicatorsis needed by the NRCS Science and Technol ogy
Consortium.

Evaluations of ecosystem condition require responses to specific questions regarding the interrel ationships and
integrity of the system’s soil, water, air, plant, animal, and human resources through the functioning of ecological
processes within the system. Design of the Indicator Selection Model was directed by these concerns: What are the
guestions that need to be answered in evaluations of ecosystem condition? What are the attributes to measure that
provide answers to these questions? How are the attributes measured (what indicator to use)?

The Indicator Selection Model is comprised of seven elementsor levels:

1. Ecosystem Aspect: A broad grouping of environmental, ecological, and human community concernsthat are
common to all natural ecosvstems
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2. Framing Questions: The minimum set of diagnostic questions that need to be answered in comprehensive
evaluations of ecosystem condition

3. Ecosystem Components: A listing of related environmental ecological, socioeconomic, cultural, or political
factors considered to be important elements of an ecosystem

4. Assessment Questions: Those questions that are formulated in reference to the framing questions and their

UNREGIS PEREysNgeesEtemeenPareniil. TO PDF CONVERTER By THETA-SOFTWARE

5. Indicators: The quantitative or qualitative assessments of ecosystem components that are needed in order to
answer the assessment questions

6. Measurement: The approach used to measure the variable(s) to be assessed by the indicator(s)
7. Interpretation: The process used to interpret the measured values collected using the indicator and measurement.

Initial use of the model is made by entering the system at the first element and proceeding through the remaining
levels. Continued application of the model to select additional indicators can be an iterative process, with re-entry at
the appropriatelevel.

The Indicator Selection Model presented in this report is designed to guide stakeholders and resource plannersto
think beyond single resource issues and consider the condition of the larger ecosystem, including human dimensions
of the system.

The report concludes with 10 recommendations for action by NRCS.
KEY WORDS: Indicators (general)

Neave, P. Kirkwood, V. and Dumanski, J. 1995. "Review and Assessment of Available Indicators for Evaluating
Sustainable Land Management." Technical Bulletin 1995-7E. Centre for Land and Biological Resources Research,
Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, Ottawa, ON. 29 pp.

ABSTRACT: The need to determine whether current land management practices and agricultural systemsare
environmentally and economically Sustainable has led to the development of aframework for assessment of
sustainable land management (SLM). Indicators of SLM can be grouped into four categories. physical, agronomic,
economic and social. In thisreport some indicators are reviewed, and selected indicators are assessed using 1991
Census of Agriculture data.

Indicators were selected on the basis of criteriafrom the literature and availability of data. Indicators that appear
useful in assessing sustainable land management include: historical trend of cropping intensity, nutrient budgets,
physical land flexibility, yield variability, windbreak density, crop influence on soil quality, conservation tillage,
historical trend of areain summerfallow, gross margin with and without government subsidies, and debt load.

NOTES:
The purpose of the study was to compile indicators avail able and suitable for FESLM assessments
KEY WORDS: Indicators (general), sustainable land management

Nieuwoudt, W.L. and De Jong, J.J. 1985. "Land Rents as Indicators of Profitability in Maize and Wheat
Production.” Agrekon 24: 2, 21-6.

ABSTRACT: Land rents can be used to monitor anticipated changesin farm profitability of along-run nature. Rents
also provide information on the relative profitability of various enterprises (opportunity cost principle), such as
maize versuslivestock.
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During 1983-84 rents on grazing land in the Maize Triangle averaged at R6,85 per ha, maize land was at R31,28,
while wheat land in the Eastern Free State rented at R24,14. Data show that the expected profitability of maize was
substantially higher than that of livestock during the period studied. Using the concepts of economic rent and
transfer earnings, dataindicate that the comparative advantage of maize versus livestock production in the three
principa maizeproducing areasisthe same.
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NOTES:

Pillar: Viability

Indicator: Land rents

Description: The more profitable an enterprise the more rent a prospective tenant will pay for the use of the land,
and the higher will be the rental required by the landowner to induce him to part with the use of hisland. Scope:
Local, regional, national

Crops: Maize, wheat, livestock

Location: South Africac Western Transvaal, North Western Free State, Transvaal Highveld

Unit of measurement: US$/ha

Comments: Economic theory states that no maize farmer, for instance, will produce maizein thelong runif his
expected income per hectare from maize does not exceed his expected cost per hectare plus his opportunity income
(cost) of producing the second-best crop. In the case of maize farming it has been argued that there are no
alternative crops. In that case the opportunity cost isthe use of the land for livestock farming, which is measured by
rents of grazing land. In this study it was shown that rents on arable land are substantially higher than those on
grazing land, implying that maize is more profitable than livestock on a per/habasis. Because crop production is so
risky in South Africa, farmers have losses in some years. This uncertainty, however, isreflected in the rents agreed
upon where land is rented.

KEY WORDS: Viability, land rents

OECD. 1997. "Environmental Indicatorsfor Agriculture." Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development, Paris. 62 pp.

NOTES:

The OECD isin the process of developing agri-environmental indicators (AEIls) within the overall context of
agricultural policy reform and the integration of environmental concernsinto agricultural policies. OECD usesthe
Driving Force-State-Response (DSR) model for consistency with other indicator devel opment efforts. Theinitial
focus is on measuring the key environmental indicators for agriculture within the DSR framework, and then
developing an understanding of the linkages between the indicators and me appropriate driving forces and responses
in the broader context of the long-term sustainability of agriculture.

Thirteen priority agri-environmental issues have been identified by OECD member countries, for which relevant
indicators are being devel oped:

Nutrient use

Pesticide use

Water use

Land use and conservation
Soil quality

Water aualitv
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Greenhouse gases
Biodiversity

Wildlife habitats
Landscape
Farmmanagement

Farm financial resources
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KEY WORDS: Indicators (general)

OECD. 1996a. "Development of an Agricultural Nutrient Balance Indicator: Progress Report from Belgium.”
COM/AGR/CA/ENV/EPOC(96)84. Joint Working Party of the Committee for Agriculture and the Environment
Policy Committee, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Devel opment, Paris. 49 pp.
NOTES:
Pillar: Viability
Indicator: Nutrient balance
Description: The gross nutrient balances of the total quantity of nitrogen (N) and phosphate (P), respectively,
applied on agricultural land from the use of chemical fertilizers and livestock manure, minus the amount of N and P
absorbed by agricultural plants
Purpose: An agricultural nutrient balance, which will be either negative or positive, can be used to assess whether an
agricultural system releases nutrients into the environment or, to the contrary, brings about a net removal of
nutrients from the environment. Most often nutrient balances are not useful indicators unless brought back to
another unit, such as agricultural land area, total input of nutrients, or agricultural output.
Scope: Local
Farm type: Animal, crop
Unit of measurement: Difference between input and output of agriculture
Methods of measurement: Report provides avery detailed breakdown of input and output sources
Limitations: Indicator is dearly limited to nutrient losses from agricultural land, and does not take into account
nutrient losses to the environment that may occur during other stages of agricultural production, such asanimal
production.

No provision was made for other possible inputs of nutrients such as deposition or biological nitrogen fixation.

Data sources: Asfar aslosses from the land are concerned, both the surface balance and farm gate balance methods
will provide similar results. Because of itsrelative simplicity the surface balance should be preferred when
indicators based on these losses give sufficient answers to the problem. Thiswould be the case, for example, when
studying the implication of nutrient surpluses on ground water quality or when making comparisons between similar
agricultural systems, such as between two grain-producing areas. But when indications are required on the
contribution of agriculture to acid rain, the surface balance method will provide arather incomplete picture.

The farm gate balance method seems to be more appropriate for comparisons between different agricultural systems.
KEY WORDS: Viahility, nutrient balance

OECD. 1996b. "Development of an Agriculture and Wildlife Habitat Indicator: Progress Report from the United
States." Joint Workina Partv of the Committee for Aariculture and the Environment
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Policy Committee, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Devel opment, Paris. 33 pp. Room Document.
NOTES:

Pillar: Protection
Indicator: Wildlife habitat
Unit of measurement: Vertical Habitat Structure Index (VHSI) combined with land cover type

Measomement TheV) Iy pp-pg hpﬁf%@ jtural policies and
UNREGIS practices on WF?§ rghlabltat ﬂ‘ﬁ \F/ne% that baseline con |t|0%'I bec cu]cﬁated for 1923l and 1992, itis

now feasible to evaluate alternatlve pollcy scenarios by projecting shiftsin land use or management and substituting
those projected values into the VHSI to determine if the model changes and in which direction it would move.

Datato run the VHSI was obtained from the National Resources Inventory (NRI). Thisisamultiresource inventory
of land use/cover, soil erosion, and agricultural practices on the nonfederal lands of the U.S. and is conducted at
fiveyear intervals. NRI data are collected from stratified, clustered samples consisting of over 800,000 randomly
selected points. Each NRI point has an associated weight, which permits the cal culation of area estimates of various
land use/ cover or resource attributes. VHSI output was cal culated as the weighted mean index value for each Mgjor
Land Resource Area. The VHSI has been determined for both the 1982 and 1992 NRI samples.

Testing of the VHSI has been conducted with diversity indices (representing alpha diversity) calculated from the
National Biologica Survey's Breeding Bird Survey. VHSI explained 34 percent of the variance in an index of avian
community integrity (birds observed/birds expected), but when spatial attributes were added to the model it
explained 63 percent of the variance (p<0.0001). Other research has reported that the VHSI explained 70 percent of
the variancein avian community dominance (p<0.0001).

Limitations: The model seemsto perform well with natural classes of vegetative physiognomy, but the
interpretations for agricultural practices are thus far subjective.

KEY WORDS: Protection, biodiversity

OECD. 1996¢. "Development of Pesticide Use Indicator: Progress Report From Japan.” Joint Working Party of the
Committee for Agriculture and the Environment Policy Committee, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development, Paris. 8 pp. Room Document.

NOTES:

Pillar: Viability

Indicator: Pesticide use

Scope: Locd

Unit of measurement: Risk x amount of use

Method of measurement: Therisk to the environment is decided by the hazard of the pesticideitself and the

potential for exposure. Both need to be incorporated into an evaluation of risk.
Therefore, it is possible to assume;

Hazard X Potential for Exposure = Risk.

To calculate risks, the representative factors of each (hazard, potentia for exposure) must be examined and indices
must be made.
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Hazard:
Toxicity
Ecological toxicity
Bioaccumulation

Potential for exposure:
Persistency (degradability)
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emperature

Method of use
Detection in water

Report provides concrete examples of classification methods for each factor.

KEY WORDS: Viability, inputs, pesticide use

Pagiola, S. and Dixon, J. 1997. "El Salvador Rural Development Study." Report 16253-ES. World Bank,
Washington, D.C. 22 pp.

SUMMARY : Thereport consists of two parts, as summarized below.

Evidence of Land Degradation: Despite the availability of datafrom the FUSADES survey, it remains difficult to
ascertain the extent and severity of land degradation problemsin El Salvador. Nevertheless, it seems clear that
catastrophic statements such as " 75 percent of the country's surface is degraded™ are substantially exaggerated.

Extent of degradation. A more plausible order of magnitude is that about 50 percent of fields on moderate slopes
and 80 percent of fields on steep slopes experience erosion, and that about onethird of fields on moderate slopes and
two-thirds of fields on steep slopes experience productivity problems. Since fields on moderate and steep slopes
account for about 30 percent and 10 percent of surveyed fields, respectively, the total area affected is much smaller
than 75 percent of the country's surface. Important, also, isthe likelihood that the sample may over-represent fields
on steep slopes and less favorable soils. Another way to express this result is that about onequarter of farm fields are
affected by erosion, and about one-fifth of farm fields are affected by productivity problems.

Severity of degradation. Unfortunately available data are insufficient to arrive at even order of magnitude estimates
of the severity of degradation, except to note that, to date, it seemsto have been possible to overcome its effects by
increasesin input use.

Regionally, the areas most affected appear to include those in the northern and eastern part of the country (the usual
suspects) as well as sections of the western part of the country.

Causes of land degradation. Many farmers employ arange of conservation practices, but many do not. The
available data do not allow definitive answers to the reasons for some farmers' failure to adopt conservation
measures. It does seem clear that many of the conservation measures that have been promoted, particularly the more
expensive structural measures, may not be costeffective for farmers. Conversely on steep slopes cultural measures,
though cheap, may not be sufficiently effective. There may, therefore, be aneed for additional research on cost-
effective conservation techniques, particularly for farmers on steep slopes. That many conservation measures are not
cost-effective from the farmers' perspective has been established in many instances throughout the world. Available
datado not allow estimates of how many farmers have adequate measures available to them and yet fail to adopt
them. In these instances neither ianorance nor
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lack of credit seem likely to play important rolesin the failure to adopt conservation measures. Rental regimes may
well provide low incentives to conserve, but they only affect arelatively small proportion of al fields. Whether, and
inwhat way, poverty affects conservation decisions remains to be established.

Even though conservation measures are relatively widely adopted, interventions to increase adoption might be
justified if constraints or market failures mean farmers under-invest in soil conservation, In El Salvador the main
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Ignorance. Ignoranceis unlikely to be a constraint. Many farmers use various forms of conservation, showing that
these are widely known.

Tenure. Farm households own three-quarters of the fields and almost 90 percent of the land they operate, so the
impact of tenure problemsislikely to be limited. Although there are reasons to expect rental practicesto result in
under-investment in conservation, primarily because of the short length of most leases, the survey reveal sthat
conservation measures are in fact used on rented lands; indeed, a greater proportion of rented fields than of owned
fields use cultural conservation measures.

Credit. None of the farmersin the survey had asked for credit to finance conservation measures, athough many
sought credit for other purposes, so credit is unlikely to be an important constraint.

Poverty. Available data are insufficient to determine whether poverty isan importanc constraint to investmentsin
conservation.

The available evidence, although insufficient to allow afull cost-benefit analysis of the profitability of conservation
measures under different conditions, does suggest that farmers make appropriate conservation decisions given the
severity of the threats they face and the cost and effectiveness of different conservation measures.

NOTES:

Pillar: Protection

Indicator: Erosion, adoption of conservation measures
Scope: El Salvador

Unit of measurement: Qualitative

KEY WORDS: Erosion, El Salvador, conservation measures

Pierce, F.J. Larson, W.E. Dowdy, R.H. and Graham, W.A.P. 1983. "Productivity of Soils: Assessing Long-Term
Changes Due to Erosion. Journal of Soil and Water Conservation 38:1, 3944.

ABSTRACT: An approach to evaluating the long-term effects of erosion on the productive potential of the U.S. soil
resource baseis presented. This approach involves the application of anumerical index method for quantifying
productivity to soil and land-use data bases compiled by the Soil Conservation Service. The relativeproductive
potential of soil was evaluated in terms of the environment it provides for root growth based upon the soil's
available water capacity, resistance to root growth and devel opment, and adequacy of pH to a depth of 100
centimeters (39.4 inches). The productivity of soilsin Mgor Land Resource Area (MLRA) 105 in Minnesota now
and after 25.50. and 100 vears of erosion was calculated usina erosion rates reported in the 1977 National
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Resource Inventory. The resultsindicated that the weighted average reduction in soil productivity waslessthan 5
percent for soilswithin this MLRA, with the greatest reduction occurring on soils having slopes that exceed 6
percent.

KEY WORDS: Soil quality

Pierce Colfer, C.J. Prabhu, R. and Wollenberg, E. 1995. "Principles, Criteriaand Indicators: Applying Ockham's
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ABSTRACT: This concept paper addresses those elements in the people-forest interface that we perceive as critical
to sustainable forest management, based on our own training and experience, as well astwo field tests of the
conceptual framework (in Kalimantan and Cote dTvoire). Initially, we define our use of important terms, like
sustainability, well-being/needs, and people; and make clear some of our assumptions. We briefly allude to four
pertinent conceptual and policy issues, including the role of peoplein relation to the forest; the significance of
maintaining cultural diversity; the relationships among cultural integrity, culture change, and stakehol der
participation; and finally, policy issues pertaining to land use, population, and people's participation. The body of
the paper discusses two principles, each with three associated criteria. An appendix lists principles, criteria,
indicators, and some verifiers found useful in our field tests. We conclude briefly by describing future research
plans, focused on refining our definitions of stakehol ders, testing the importance of intergenerational accessto
resources and peopl€'s participation in sustainabl e forest management, and testing the applicability of such criteria
and indicators for community forestry contexts.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (general), forestry

Pierce Colfer, C.J. Woelfel, J. Wadley, R.L. and Harwell, E. 1996. " Assessing People's Perceptions of Forestsin
Danau Sentarum Wildlife Reserve." Working Paper 13. Center for International Forestry Research, Bogor,
Indonesia. 23 pp.

ABSTRACT: Previous research identified three important issues of relevance to forest people'srolesin sustainable
forest management, which we address here: the presence of a"conservation ethic,” afeeling of closenessto the
forest, and asignificant forest-culture link. In this paper we examine a method (the Galileo), recently pretested for
this purpose in West Kalimantan, which we hope can help to assess such issues quickly, reliably, and in a
guantitative manner amenabl e to use by would-be assessors of various educational and experiential levels. We
describe the method, suggest improvements for future tests, and present someillustrative findings from West

Kali marr:tan. We conclude with questions that emerged during our pretest and others that remain for subsequent
research.

NOTES:

Pillar: Acceptability

Indicator: Conservation ethic, feeling of closenessto forest, forest-culture link

Location: West Kalimantan

Scope: Local

Unit of measurement: Cognitive distance

Method of measurement: Using a conventional Galileo study, researchers asked participants to use the distance
between "black" and "white" as a measurina stick in comparina on a scale of
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1-to-10 each of paired concepts; for example, fish, wood, rattan, honey, garden, future, forest, animal, good, spirit,
water, man, village/lhome, fire, and so forth.

KEY WORDS: Acceptability, forestry

Pieri, C. Dumanski, J. Hamblin, A. and Young, A. 1995. Land Quality Indicators. World Bank Discussion Paper
315. World Bank, Washington, D.C. 51 pp.
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fundamental element of sustainable land use. For thisto be achieved, thereis afundamental need for indicators of
land quality, the condition of "health” of land. Land quality indicators are similar to economic and social indicators
aready in use. It isonly by means of indicators that changesin land quality can be monitored and policy or
management action taken. A global codlition of international and national institutions, led by the World Bank, FAQ,
UNEP, and UNDP are developing a system of land quality indicators for this purpose, concentrating in the first
instance on productive agroecosystems.

A conceptual framework for land quality indicatorsis set out. The Pressure-State-Response (PSR) framework,
previously developed as a basisfor environmental indicators of pollution, provides a means by which land quality
can be related to policy management. Land quality indicators are therefore of three kinds: indicators of pressure
upon land resources, of changesin the state of land quality, and of responses by society to these changes. Indicators
can be assessed within the context of major land issues; these comprise inappropriate land-use systems, land
degradation, and inadeguaciesin the policy environment for land users.

Land quality indicators can be applied at different scales, including farm, local, district, national, and international.
The present effort isfocused on indicators for application at district (project) and national/international scales.
Indicators have particular applicationsfirst, in development projects, both sectoral and in the area of natural
resources management; second, with respect to the effects of national policies on land quality; and third, for
determination of policy priorities at the international level.

Two groups of examples of land quality indicators are given. Thefirst is based on results from two regional
workshops, aimed at identifying key land issues and appropriate indicators for some major agroecological zones of
the tropics and subtropics. The second group sets out pressure, state, and response indicators applicable to major
problems of land degradation.

Sources of dataand information of indicators are reviewed. There is considerable scope for making use of existing
data sources, appropriately combined and standardized asindicators. There are also substantial data gaps, notably in
the areas of monitoring soil changes and the effects of land management practices. In addition to databases, use can
be made of modeling and of the local knowledge of farmers.

A program of work is outlined for the development of cost-effective ways of obtaining internationally agreed upon
sets of land quality indicators. Pilot studiesin major agroecol ogical zoneswill form an important element. Because
of the urgency of the situation, initial activities will be based on making best use of existing methods and sources of
da]\cta Thiswill show where gapsin knowledge exist, and work can then progress towards the collection of new
information.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (general), land quality

Prabhu, R. Colfer, C.J.P. Venkateswarlu, P. Tan, L.C. Soekmadi, R. and Wollenberg, E. 1996. Testing Criteria and
Indicators for the Sustainable Management of Forests: Phase 1Final Report. CIFOR Special Report. Center for
International Forestrv Research. Jakarta. Indonesia. 217 op.
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NOTES: Thisreport isthefirst phase of CIFOR's research project on testing criteriaand indicators (C&1) for the
sustai nable management of forests, which was initiated in August 1994. The project has sought to identify reliable,
relevant, and cost-effective C& | based on field evaluation of existing sets under forest management unit (FMU)
conditions in Germany, Indonesia, Cote d'lvoire, and Brazil. These evaluations were carried out using an
interdisciplinary and iterative approach developed by the project. The method is based on balancing the use of an
interdisciplinary team of expertsin consultation with relevant stakeholdersto evaluate C& | within the frame of
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Results from the field testsin Brazil, Céte d'l voire, and Indonesia suggest that more than half of the C&| related to
policy and legal frameworks, ecological impacts, and production aspects were common to all three sites. There was,
however, amarked and sharp decrease in thislevel of commonality when it cameto C&| related to the social
aspects of forest management. Comparisons of these results with those obtained from the test in Austriarevea that
most of the C& | identified as being common to the three tropical siteswere also listed in the Austrian set. This
suggeststhat at least in closed-forest formations, the development of a common 'core’ set of C& | seems possible;
hov;qever, si_tfe—specifi c elementswill remain important, particularly for socia aspects and lower levels of hierarchy
such as verifiers.

Policy
Principle: Policy planning and ingtitutional framework are conducive to sustainable forest management
Criterion: Thereis asustained and adequate funding for the management of forests
Indicators:
Policy and planning are based on recent and accurate information
Effective instruments for intersectoral coordination on land use and land management exist
Thereisapermanent forest estate (PFE) adequately protected by law, which isthe basis for sustainable
management, including both protection and production
Thereisaregiona land-use plan or PFE, which reflects the different forested land uses, including attention to
such matters as popul ation, agricultural uses, conservation, environmental, economic, and cultural values
Institutions responsible for forest management and research are adequately funded and staffed

Ecology
Principle: Maintenance of ecosystem integrity
Criterion: Ecosystem function is maintained
Indicators:
No chemical contamination to food chains and ecosystem
Ecologically sensitive areas, especially buffer zones along water courses, are protected
No inadvertent ponding or waterlogging as aresult of forest management
Soil erosion isminimized
Criterion: Impactsto biodiversity of the forest ecosystem are minimized
Indicators:
Endangered plant and animal species are protected
Interventions are highly specific, selective, and confined to the barest minimum
Canopy opening is minimized
Enrichment planting, if carried out, should be based on indigenous, locally adapted species

Criterion: The capnacitv of the forest to renenerate naturallv is ensured
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Indicators:
Representative areas, especialy sites of ecological importance, are protected or appropriately managed
Corridors of unlogged forest are retained

Social Environment
Principle [implied]: Forest management maintainsfair intergenerational access to resources and economic benefits
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Tenure/use rights are well defined and upheld
Forest-dependent people share in economic benefits of forest utilization
Opportunities exist for local/forest-dependent people to get employment and training from forest companies

Principle [implied]: Stakeholders, including forest actors, have avoicein forest management

Criterion: Stakeholders/local populations participate in forest management

Indicators:
Effective mechanisms exist for two-way communication related to forest management among stakehol ders
Forest-dependent people and company officials understand each other's plans and interests

Criterion: Forest-dependent people/stakehol ders have the right to help monitor forest utilization
Indicator:
Conflictsare minimal or settled

Production of Goods and Services
Principle: Yield and quality of forest goods and services are sustainable
Criterion: Management objectives are clearly and precisely described and documented
Indicator:
Objectives are clearly stated in terms of the mgjor functions of the forest, with due respect to their spatia
distribution

Criterion: A comprehensive forest management plan isavailable
Indicators:
Maps of resources, management, ownership, and inventories available
Silvicultural systems prescribed and appropriate to forest type and produce grown
Yield regulation by areaand/or volume prescribed
Harvesting systems and equipment are prescribed to match forest conditionsin order to reduce impact

Criterion: The management plan is effectively implemented
Indicators:
Preharvest inventory satisfactorily completed
Infrastructure islaid out prior to harvesting and in accordance with prescriptions
Reduced impact felling specified and implemented
Skidding damage to trees and soil minimized
Criterion: An effective monitoring and control system audits management's conformity with planning
Indicators:
Continuous forest inventorv plots established and measured regularlv
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Documentation and records of all forest management activities are kept in aform that makesit possible for
monitoring to occur

Worked coupes are protected (for example, from fire, encroachment, and premature reentry)

Tree marking of seed stock and potential crop trees

KEY WORDS: Indicators (general), acceptability, biodiversity, forestry, protection, viability, productivity
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ABSTRACT: Thevalue of local knowledge systemsin facilitating development is gradually being recognized by
national and international development agencies. Neverthel ess these systems are not yet familiar to many
professionalsworking in agricultural and rural development. Thisarticle presents aliterature review of local
knowledge systemsin Latin Americathat are capable of contributing to sustainable devel opment approachesin the
region.

KEY WORDS: Indigenous knowledge

Sahara and Sahel Observatory. 1997a. "Implementation and |mpact Indicators for the Convention to Combat
Desertification.” Observatoire du Sahara et du Sahel, Paris. 34 pp.

ABSTRACT: The Convention to Combat Desertification (CCD) laid specia stress on the need to monitor and
evaluate desertification control activities. Many of the provisionsin thislegal tool focus on the question of
monitoring indictors for achievementsin CCD implementation and the combat against desertification.

After defining various concepts (indicators, parameters, indices, benchmarks), the document looks more closely at
two types of CCD-related indicators, CCD implementation monitoring indicators and impact indicators.

The CCD implementation monitoring indicators were devised as a performance grid for al National Action Program
(NAP) actors and, as such, should fit in with the various phases of NAP design and implementation and report the
quality of the process adopted, especially the application of the participation and partnership principles.

The proposed indicators are compiled in amatrix that defines the individual indicator's evaluation parameters and its
significance to the NAP process. The indicators have to be fashioned to respond to national priorities and
specificities. At alater stage they will be validated through field tests at the national level as part of the CCD
implementati on monitoring mechanism.

At theinternational level an analysis of work on the concept of impact indicators shows that numerousinstitutions
and organizations have studied the concept to meet their own particular needs, but that once prepared, the impact
indicators have not been validated or tested in the field.

Final recommendations for further work on CCD implementation indicators bear particularly on the need for field
testing and validation and ways to use these indicators in preparing national reports for the Conference of Parties.

An appropriate methodology, based on an analysis of land degradation and actions to combat desertification, should
be used in the approach to impact indicators. The indicators should be crafted as decision-support tools for different
arouos of peoole workina on desertification control.
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Last, there are special recommendations urging the CCD Science and Technology Committeeto give priority to
actions on indicators.

NOTES:

Pillar: Productivity, protection
Indicators: Good selection of institutional, implementation, and impact indicators

UNREGISW%UWEQ'@N' OF HTML TO PDF CONVERTER By THETA-SOFTWARE
Unit of measurement: Varied

KEY WORDS: Indicators, eval uation, monitoring, desertification, performance, impact

Sahara and Sahel Observatory. 1997b. "Impact Indicators and Monitoring-Eval uation for Action Programmesto
Combat Desertification." Observatoire du Sahara et du Sahel, Paris. 27 pp.

ABSTRACT: The OSS workshop on CCD indicators (Paris, 1720 June, 1997) for experts from countries and
organizationsinvolved in CCD implementation focused on the following question: What procedure should be used
to develop a consensual approach to evaluating the effects of the CCD? The workshop, in keeping with the spirit of
the resolution on benchmarks and indicators adopted by INCD in January 1997, felt it was urgent to reflect on
actions and provisions needed to consolidate a sustai nable monitoring-eval uation system that could be controlled at
the national level in affected countries. It is crucial for work on the best adapted conceptual models for the
development of CCD impact indicatorsto fit in with the prospective "internalizaton™ of the monitoring-evaluation
function at the National Action Program (NAP) level asan ongoing activity, fully integrated into the CCD process.

Thisleads to several basic questions whose answers could structure sustainable cooperation between the different
categories of actorsinvolved, from thelocal to the national level.

What Are the Different Forms of CCD Monitoring and Evaluation?

Participating actors should be able to measure CCD implementation and itsimpact on solving the problem. In other
words, they need indicators.

The CCD and work by INCD have established three complementary forms of monitoring:

Monitoring CCD implementation, which has aready led to the preparation of an indictors matrix on CCD
implementation

Monitoring desertification, in order to obtain more thorough knowledge of desertification as a phenomenon
Monitoring the effects of the CCD through impact indicators.

To obtain an overall view of the NAP implementation process requires a combination of these three monitoring
activities.

Because of the integrative character of the NAPs, it will be necessary to define a monitoringeval uation system that
measures the effects of all programs designed to benefit populations affected by drought or desertification.
Experiences in numerous monitoring-assessment projects show the usel essness of seeking adirect, single cause and
effect relationship. It would be more appropriate to use a dynamic approach to the monitoring-evaluation system, in
order to be able to stake out reference marks and ensure coherence among strategic frameworks. Coherence of this

type could be sought as part of the global objectives defined in Rio in 1992; that is, striving for sustainable
develepment.

Indicators: Which Users and What Needs?

Establishing indicators as part of national monitoring-assessment mechanismswill provide aformidable opportunity
for develonina dialoaue and consultation and for workina toward con-
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sensus among participating actors. This, indeed, involvesidentification of the specific objective-related needs of the
various categories of participating actors. The procedure should be supported by an assessment methodol ogy
framework that:

Makes it possible, by using impact indicators, to reach a consensus on the NAP objectives and how to assess its
effect
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methods and tools

Gradually, harmonizes and improves the national environmental information mechanism
What Lessons Can Be Learned from Experience with Desertification Indicators and | mpact | ndicators?

Considerabl e research has been conducted on methodol ogies and indicators applied to soil degradation/quality,
biomass production, biodiversity, water quality, and so forth. This research has served as the basis for assessing the
state of natural resources at the local, national, and regional levels. However, we did not come across any
experiences with systemsfor monitoring and evaluating the impact of programmes at the national level.

A precise definition cannot be derived from an off-site exercise. Since the impact indicators are closely connected to
the NAP objectives and to the process-related needs, they have to be developed at the national level by the
participating actors themselves.

At thelevel of international cooperation the main guidelines and objectives of the monitoring-assessment
mechanisms should be defined. But time and again experience has shown that the performance of the monitoring-
evaluation mechanismsis closely related to the degree of the participating actors' involvement from the very earliest
stage: Who developsthe indicators, at what level, and what is the role of off-site reflection?

A monitoring-evaluation framework hasto be installed gradually and will depend largely on national capability and
the quality of and methods for processing available information. Thisis an evolving process that should contribute
to improving exchange rel ations between the main NAP actors.

What Should Be the Roles of the Participating Actors, fromthe Local to the International Level?

As concerns national actors, the state has prime responsibility in coordinating actions carried out under the NAP.
The CCD seesthistask as one that devolves essentially on the National Coordination Unit (NCU), which playsa
leading synergetic rolein NAP monitoring and assessment. For reasons of quality and relevance, indicators selected
must be conceived with the effective participation and involvement of the various categories of actors concerned
with the NAP process.

One of the best ways to integrate technical support services and scientistsin the NAP monitoring process would be
to establish a permanent environmental monitoring mechanism, somewhat like an observatory, at the national level.
This mechanism could become the main channel for national scientific capacity building and atangible way to
develop international cooperation and scientific exchanges.

Appropriate subregional, regional, and international organizations, international institutions, and cooperating
developed partner countries should strive to:

Obtain amore thorough understanding of scientific concepts and approach methodol ogies for indicators
Participate in experience-sharing in thisfield

Provide the states with scientific, technical, and financial support

Help these statesointly test selected models.

Cooperating partners should give priority to this part of the NAPsin order to mobilize scientific, technical, and
financial meansfor the scientific communitiesin the affected countries.

In this context, the Scientific and Technical Committee would have an important role to play, in particular in:
Makina acritical analvsis of current experiences related to indicators
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Drawing up an inventory of knowledge to be used as support in the preparation of indicators
Studying and proposing a harmoni zed methodol ogical frame for formulating CCD indicators.

Finally, the working group stressed the fact that this process provides an opportunity for all partners to strengthen
dialogue and information and increase their understanding of the CCD.
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excessively complex, costly research. These indicators could be refined at alater time, when the national capacity
for data collection and processing has been further devel oped.

The state's definition of acoherent framework for action in thisfield will constitute a substantial source of savings.
It can be used to avoid duplication, optimize national scientific and technical capacities, and better orient financial
and technical support from cooperating partners.

In any case monitoring-eval uation costs should be included in the global assessment of resources needed for NAP
implementation.

NOTES: The report provides agood overview of the most important activitiesin developing indicators.

Pillars: Productivity, protection

Indicators: Varied, mostly project and impact indicators
Scope: National

Unit of measurement: Varied

KEY WORDS: National action plans, NAP, monitoring, evaluation, desertification, implementation, impact

SCARM. 1996. "Indicators for Sustainable Agriculture: Evaluation of Pilot Testing." Standing Committee on
Agriculture and Resource Management, Canberra, Australia. 36 pp.

NOTES:

Pilot testing of the efficacy of the attributes of indicators of sustainable agriculture recommended in SCARM
Report 51 has been conducted for avariety of agricultural systems and regions, namely:

Dryland grazing and cropping in the Upper Condamine, Queensland

Dairying in the Farm North coast. New South Wales

Irrigation farming in the Goulburn Valley, Victoria

Dryland cropping in the Mallee, south Australia

Pastoral wool industry in shrublands in the Gascoyne region, western Australia
Extensive pastoral beef industry, Victoria River District, northern Territory.

The pilot trials were strongly directed toward the Expert Group approach. The participants were also mindful of
other monitoring programs such as State of Environment Reporting, National Greenhouse Gas Inventory, and
National Water Quality Monitoring Strategy and integrated attributes and data sources with these programs as much
as possible to avoid duplication and reduce cost.

For each arealfarming system the proposed attributes were evaluated according to a set of criteria,including their
relevance to the needs for state/territory and national level reporting and decisionmaking and types of data available
for their measurement. The criteriafound to be most important in determining the effectiveness of an attribute were
the availability of valid, reasonably low cost, and regularly collected data and the ability to assemble these data
sources at reaional. state. and national levels.
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Data availability wasidentified as amajor hindrance to the successful outcome of the indicators project. The
availability and quality of datavary greatly between attributes and, for a given attribute, between individual regions,
states, and agencies. Datawill come from anumber of sources, but alarge proportion will be supplied by Australian
Bureau of Statistics (ABS), and Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics (ABARE). Provision of
sufficient dataat aregional scale is necessary for satisfactory estimation of the attributes, and negotiating that
outcome with key data providers was identified as ahigh priority for the next stage of the indicators work. It will
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methodol ogy, and analyses used for reporting.

Appropriate datasets were available for anumber of the proposed attributes, particularly those measuring economic
and social indicators. In contrast, |land and water quality and off-site environmental indicators are derived from
biophysical parameters.

Land and Water Quality to Sustain Production

The pilot trials showed that there is ageneral need for more work on environmental attributes, particularly those
related to water balance, biological resilience, chemical contamination, river outfall, turbidity, frequency of dust
storms, and length of contact zone. Participants advocated that some of these attributes be replaced, and others
received further development with expertsin appropriate disciplines. Testing of new attributes will need to be
undertaken at the earliest opportunity.

Pillar: Protection

Indicator: Water use efficiency of crops/livestock

Scope: Local

Methods of measurement: Water-use efficiency can be estimated for dryland cereal cropping. This datawould come
from ABS Agricultural Census on astatistical local area (SLA) basis and from the Bureau of Meteorology (rainfall)
on ameteorological station basis. Similar methodology may be used in irrigation areas, although the group
suggested that the value of production (rather than weights of production) be considered as aterm in the equation.
This suggestion needs to be evaluated. There are also significant limitations to its use for noncereal crops. Thereis
also uncertainty regarding its usefulness when the data are aggregated across a region.

Consequently, anumber of other attributes to capture regional water bal ance were suggested. Theseincluded
groundwater and stream flow monitoring and warrant further consideration.

Pillar: Viability

Indicator: Nutrient balance

Scope: Local, regional, national

Unit of measurement: A statement of the difference between inputs of elemental nutrients applied asfertilizers and
outputs (nutrients exported in produce) was recommended.

Methods of measurement: Production weights can be obtained from the ABS Agricultural Census on an SLA basis.
Fertilizer inputs can be obtained from the same source, although data availability varies between years. Additional
data on product sales may be obtained from fertilizer companies and ABARE to give abreakdown of elementsin
the fertilizers applied. However, consistency in data collection and type of information is seen as essential for the
successful evaluation of thisindicator.

Pillar: Protection

Indicator: Biological resilience

Scope: Local, regional, national

Methods of measurement: The concept of biological resilience was considered to include both resilience within
production svstems and within the landscane. To measure the former. enter-
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prise diversification was suggested as a new attribute. For the latter the earlier proposed attributes (areas and degree
of fragmentation of native vegetation) were expanded to include rangeland condition and condition of remnant
vegetation.

Enterprise diversification requires a precise definition before its suitahility can be evaluated. Its measurement could
come from economic data such as total receipts for afarm and the contribution of each enterprise to the total. Such

onreors R ST O R R e s

Areaand condition of remnant vegetation and rangeland conditions are available at different levels of precision
from statefterritory land management agencies and from databases assembled by a number of other groups (for
example, the national Greenhouse Gas Inventory).

Another attribute recommended for inclusion was change in area of productive land, in order to measure the loss of
productive agricultural 1and to nonagricultural land uses, such as urban encroachment. The data could come from
cadastral databases and council rezoning allocations.

Long-Term Real Net Farm Income

Comments: Datafor long-term net real farm income are mostly obtained by surveys of asample of farmers (for
example, farm financial dataand surveys on participation and implementation). Thus the principal restraint is how
disaggregated the analysis can be. These indicators may therefore only be achievablein an industry by state/territory
format.

PFillar: Viability

Indicator: Net farm income

Scope: Regional, national

Methods of measurement: A valid attribute for which dataare available from ABS and ABARE. However, sample
sizemay limititsinterpretation at the regiona level. Work is needed to determine the sampling density required for
statistically robust regional assessments.

Pillar: Viability

Indicator: Productivity

Scope: Regional, national

Methods of measurement: A combination of ABS and ABARE data sources were considered most suitable,
although sample size at the regional level may again be alimitation.

Pillar: Viability

Indicator: Terms of trade

Scope: National

Methods of measurement: Dataavailable from ABARE at state and national scales. It cannot be disaggregated to
regional scales.

Pillar: Viability

Indicator: Number of farms

Scope: Local, regional, national

Methods of measurement: Apart from problems associated with definition of ‘farm,’ data are available fromthe ABS
Agricultural Census at the statistical, local arealevel and thus easily aggregated to regions.

Managerial skills

Comments: For the managerial skillsindicator the data are mostly obtained by surveys of asample of farmers. Thus
the principal restraint is how disaggregated the analysis can be. These indicators may therefore only be achievablein
anindustrv bv state/territorv format.
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Pillar: Acceptability

Indicator: Farmer education level

Scope: Local, regional, national

Methods of measurement: Data on farmer education levels arereadily available from the ABS Population Census.
Further work is needed on appropriate postsecondary education categories.

UNREGISTRE] Cﬁﬁﬁﬁ@%&m QE HTML TO PDF CONVERTER By THETA-SOFTWARE

Scope: Local, regional, national

Methods of measurement: The Landcare Attitude Index was expanded to include participation in the Property
Management Planning initiative, which then subsumed the Farm Planning Capacity attribute. The new combined
attribute was termed Participation Rate.

ABARE, ABS, and state/territory datawould be available, but sample size may be aconstraint for analysisat a
regional scale.

Pillar: Acceptability

Indicator: Implementation of sustai nable management practices

Scope: Local, regional, national

Methods of measurement: Measured as the adoption rate of a'basket' of identified sustainable management
practices, using ABS Agricultural Census and ABARE farm survey data

KEY WORDS: Protection, viability, acceptability, water quality, soil quality, education level, biodiversity, nutrient
balance, emissions

Shultink, G. 1992. "Evaluation of Sustainable Development Alternatives: Relevant Concepts, Resource
Assessment Approaches, and Comparative Spatial Indicators.”" International Journal of Environmental Studies 41
34, 203-24.

ABSTRACT: Environmental, social, and cultural factors are increasingly recognized as affecting the long-term
viability of development initiatives. The application of selected ecological concepts and a"systems approach™ to
resource assessment is suggested to improve understanding of environmental constraints and impacts, while
providing amore realistic framework for comprehensive land evaluation. This approach includes the analysis of
socioeconomic, technological, and cultural indicatorsin aspatial and temporal framework supported by geographic
information systems and relevant performance or risk/impact assessment models. To provide aspatial comparative
perspective the use of asingle composite indicator is suggested, reflecting economic devel opment opportunities,
realistic constraints, and impacts. The derived comparative index may be used to provide along-term, spatial, and
comparative perspective of economic devel opment opportunities by improving project appraisals and the selection
of viable and sustainable devel opment strategies.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (general), sustainable land management

Smaling, E.M.A. 1993. "The Soil Nutrient Balance: An Indicator of Sustainable Agriculture in Sub-Saharan
Africa," Proceedings of The Fertiliser Society, 340. The Fertiliser Society, London.

ABSTRACT: The mgority of agricultural systemsin sub-Saharan Africacan be labeled "nonsustainable." An
important. auantifiableindicator of sustainabilitv isthe nutrient balance of
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such systems. The sum of nutrient inputs can either exceed, equal, or be lower than the sum of the nutrient outputs.

Sub-Saharan Africafallslargely into the latter category. Macronutrient balances cal culated at the supranational level

(sub-Saharan Africa) and at the district level in Kenyareveal that nutrient mining has indeed become a serious

problem in sub-Saharan African agriculture. Several options are discussed to alleviate nutrient mining. A number of

recent interventionsin the Kenyan district are elaborated, including zero-grazing, agroforestry, and soil conservation

measures. Finally, particular attention is given to the possible role of mineral fertilizersin safeguarding both short-
UNREGIS TerR B DHie IR BeaNomirterimsuitaimiedi D F CONVERTER By THETA-SOFTWARE

NOTES:

Pillar: Viability

Indicator: Nutrient balance

Description: The sum of nutrient inputs can either exceed, equal or be lower than the sum of nutrient outputs.
Location: Sub-Saharan Africa, Kenya

Scope: Regional, national

Unit of measurement: Numeric value

Method of measurement: Sum of total inputs minus the sum of total outputs

Inputs: Application of mineral fertilizer, application of organic manure, atmospheric deposition, biological nitrogen
fixation, and sedimentation from natural flooding and irrigation water

Outputs: Removal of harvested product, removal of crop residues from the arable field, leaching, gaseous | osses,
and water erosion

Threshold: If calculation yields a negative number, depletion of the soil istaking place

Limitations. Quantitative information for some measurements were scarce and unevenly distributed in the region.

KEY WORDS: Viahility, nutrient balance

Smith, W.N. Rochette, P. Monreal, C. Degardins, R.L. Pattey, E. and Jacques, A. 1995. "Agroecosystem
Greenhouse Gas Balance Indicator: Carbon Dioxide Component.” Centre for Land and Biological Resources
Research, Research Branch, Report 13. Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, Ottawa, ON. 26 pp.

ABSTRACT: The objective of this study wasto estimate the rate of change of carbon content in agricultural soilsin
Canada at the landscape level and to discuss potential and limitations of using amodel to cal culate carbon change
across contrasting soil, climate, and cropping conditions encountered in Canada.

NOTES:

Pillar: Protection

Indicator: Agroecosystem greenhouse gases (GHG) balance

Description: Tracks the accumulation and release of the principal greenhouse gases from the agricultural sector and
reports the net integrated balance

Scope: Local

Unit of measurement: Net emissions and uptake of each greenhouse gas expressed as tons per year. The integrated
GHG balance will be expressed as tons of CO2 equivalent units.

Methods of measurement: Century, a site-specific computer simulation model makes use of simplified relationships
of soil-plant-climate interactions to describe the dynamics of soil carbon and nitrogen in grasslands, crops, forests,
and savannas. It accounts for several manaoement prac-
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ticesincluding planting, fertilizer application, tillage, grazing, and organic matter addition. Century simulates above-
and below-ground phytomass production as a function of soil temperature, available water, and nutrient availability.

Researchers found the Century model to be useful to quantify the changein organic carbon in soils over the last 85
years. In the future they plan to use it to forecast level of carbon in agricultural soils associated with changesin
management practices, such as a shift towards more forage crops, moreintensive use of fertilizers, less

uneors TR A e R T g
through several annual cycles.

Future work: Changing acultural practice in order to increase carbon sequestration in soils can also affect the
fluxes of other greenhouse gases, such as CH4 and N20. Because of the considerably higher global warming
potential of these gases as compared to CO2, the interrel ationship between the sources and sink of these gasesis
very important. For example, there are awhole series of measures that, while they increase carbon sequestration, can
asoincrease N20 emissions. DNDC, amodel that predicts CO2 and N20 exchange, will be used to forecast the
impact of various management practices on the net greenhouse gas emissionsin CO2 equivaent. This model, which
relies on episodic rather than average climatic drivers, will be validated for several case studies across Canada. It
will then be used to obtain regional and national estimates of N20 emissions. The regional estimates will be
validated using micrometeorol ogical techniques.

KEY WORDS: Protection, emissions

Smyth, A.J. and Dumanski, J. 1993. "FESLM: An International Framework for Evaluating Sustainable Land
Management." Discussion paper. World Soil Resources Report 73. Food and Agriculture Organization, Rome,
Italy. 74 pp.

KEY WORDS: Framework for the Evaluation of Sustainable Land Management (FESLM), productivity, security,
protection, viability, acceptability

Smyth, A.J. and Dumanski, J. 1995. "A Framework for Evaluating Sustainable Land Management." Canadian
Journal of Soil Science 75: 4, 401-6.

ABSTRACT: Concernsfor the effects of global environmental change, caused primarily by the interrelated issues
of environmental degradation and population growth, have prompted a consortium of international and national
agenciesto develop a"Framework for Evaluation of Sustainable Land Management” (FESLM). The FESLM, based
on logical pathway analyses, provides a systematic procedure for identification and development of indicators and
threshol ds of sustainability. An assessment of sustainability is achieved by comparing the performance of agiven
land use with the objectives of the five pillars of sustainable land management: productivity, security, protection,
viability, and acceptability. A classification for sustainability is proposed, and plans for future development of the
FESLM are described.

KEY WORDS: Framework for Evaluation of Sustainable Land Management (FESLM), productivity, security,
protection, viability, acceptability

Spaling, H. and Smit, B. 1995. "A Conceptual Model of Cumulative Environmental Effects of Agricultural Land
Drainage." Aariculture Ecosvstems and Environment 53: 99108.

< previous page page 80 next page >



< previous paae page 81 next paae >

Page 81

ABSTRACT: Cumulative environmental effects are characterized by the temporal and spatial accumulation of
changein environmental systemsin an additive or interactive manner. Theoretical frameworks of cumulative
environmental change generally follow a causal model consisting of the source of cumulative change, pathways of
accumulation, and atypology of cumulative effects. These components, and the notion of temporal and spatial
accumulation, are used to devel op a conceptual model of the cumulative effects of agricultural land drainagein
southern Ontario, Canada.
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Drainage modifies flow regimes and contributes a mechanism for the spatial movement of water and contamination
from one location to another. Potential cumulative effects of drainage include the repeated addition of drain water to
receiving systems (time crowding), the systematic gathering of contaminants at higher concentrationsrelative to the
source (spatial crowding), and their transport from agroecosystems to aquatic ecosystems downstream (cross-
boundary movement), aswell asthe severing of natural areas resulting in altered landscape structures and
functioning (spatial fragmentation). The model hypothesizes that as drainage density increases, changein
environmental components or processes manifest themselves as cumulative effects, and that these effects
accumulate at broader temporal and spatial scales.

NOTES:

Pillar: Protection

Indicator: Agricultural land drainage

Description: The collection, transport, and disposal of gravitational water from soil

Scope: Regional

Unit of measurement: A cumulative effects model

M ethods of measurement: The cumulative nature of drainage is apparent in increasing drainage density over time.

Potential cumulative environmental effects of agricultural land drainage )

Cumulative effect Environmental change Description of cumulative effect

Timecrowding Changein stream flow Repeated addition of drain water at intervals which exceed thetime
reguired for assimilation or recovery to pre-drainage conditions

Spacecrowding  Nonpoint sources of Incremental increasesin spatia density and connectivity of drainage
contaminants system within an arearesulting in spatially diffuse sources of
environmental change
Compounding Changein aguatic Steady addition of sediment, nutrients, and pesticide residue
organisms collectively atering habitat and species composition
Timedelay Alteredtiming of drain ~ Prolonged drain discharge under saturated soil conditions, and lagged
flow response under dry antecedent conditions
Cross-boundary ~ Movement of contaminantsConstant collection and transport of water and contamination from one
flow or space location to another so that environmental change appears some
distance away from the source
Triggers and Lowering of water table  Continual removal of soil permanently alters the depth of the water
thresholds table
Indirect effects Declinein soil fertility dueGradual changein soil nutrient and organic matter content due to
to changein land use runoff, erosion, leaching, and so on associated with monoculture
cropping patterns and management
Patchiness or Changein pattern of the  Piecemeal fragmentation of ecological structure and functioning at the
fraamentation rural landscape landscape scale

KEY WORDS: Protection. drainaoe
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Steiner, K.G. 1996. "Causes of Soil Degradation and Development Approaches to Sustainable Soil Management."”
Richard Williams, trans. Deutsche Gesellschaft fur Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ) GmbH. Margraf Verlag,
Weikersheim, Germany. 50 pp.

NOTES:
This report pinpoints the basic biophysical and socioeconomic causes of soil degradati on and suggests approaches

Tgﬁgqu EpProaghesshp tafored/ o e iningdgdual ecological

UNREGIS ons. T‘P\?ey‘gmu bg% osely geared to the specmc situation, and '[%gll nterventlons must adqress different levels
|n both production technology and in the social sphere. This callsfor new initiatives in devel opment cooperation.
The partner countries must be given more assistance in drafting soil policy and soil conservation strategies as well
asin developing production techniques to conserve soil. Land users will only adopt new, sustainable cropping
techniques if these result in economic gains. To ensurethis, legal and economic parameters need to be reformed.

KEY WORDS: Soil management

Syers, J.K. Hamblin, A. and Pushpargjah, E. 1995. "Indicators and Thresholds for the Evaluation of Sustainable
Land Management." Canadian Journal of Soil Science 75: 4, 423-8.

ABSTRACT: Within the context of major land uses such as agriculture, the indicators of sustainability must be
framed within the social and economic conditions of the society in question. Whereas an indicator is used to
measure changes in key attributes, usually over time, athreshold provides a baseline against which sustainability can
be assessed. A direct measure of sustainability using indicatorsis difficult, and indirect measures or surrogates may
be easier to establish. There is some information on threshold values for indicators, particularly for indicators such
as soil acidity and nutrient status and for those relating to root physiology. Because some threshold values are soil
specific, it seemslikely that arange of valueswill be required for a particular indicator. A few case studies
involving indicators and threshol ds for sustainable land management are available. Examples of soil and land
suitability for the production of Hevea brasiliensis (rubber) in Maaysia and for the management of sloping lands
for annual cropsin the Philippines are discussed. Biophysical indicators and thresholds for sustainable rubber
production appear to be reasonably well understood, particularly those relating to climate and soil physical factors.
For doping landsin the Philippines, yield data and benefit-cost ratios give a clear picture of trends and
sustainability.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (general), sustainable land management, productivity, viability

U.K. Ministry of Agriculture Fisheries and Food. 1996. "United Kingdom Report on Agricultural Nutrient
Management Indicators." COM/AGR/ENV/EPOC(96)86. Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development, Paris. 14 pp.

NOTES:

Pillar: Acceptability
Indicator: Nutrient management

Based on an international seminar (Brighton, U.K. April 2930, 1996) the following are proposed as suitable for
develooment as components of acombrehensiveindicator of nutrient manaoement.
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Unit of measurement: Use of analysis for soil phosphorus

Methods of measurement: High soil phosphorus levels are associated with increased phosphorus loss to the
environment. Thisindicator could be a measure of the proportion of agricultural land that is sampled regularly and
analyzed for phosphorus, gathered by counting the number of soil samplestaken. A better alternativeisasurvey to
monitor trendsin the soil phosphorus level of agricultural soils, as carried out in the U.K. and other countries. The
UNREGISTER ff@ﬁﬁ@%&i’%&ﬂﬂwyﬁné’&ﬁ%%‘wﬁ?‘?‘ﬁ%‘jﬁgﬂ?ﬁ‘?ﬁ@?&iﬂ%@”s of trends,
Unit of measurement: Presence of anutrient management plan on the farm
Methods of measurement: The presence of a nutrient management plan on afarm is apositive sign that the farmer is
taking steps to manage nutrient inputs efficiently. Some form of minimum standard on the components of such a
plan would need to be employed. There could be difficultiesin comparing those countries with legal requirements
for plans and those adopting a voluntary approach.

Unit of measurement: Areas of agricultural land in government and other land management schemes that require
less than normally recommended nutrient inputs

Methods of measurement: It was recognized that it was of value to know how much agricultural land was included
in government schemes that require less than normally recommended amounts of nutrients to be applied. Dataon
thisindicator would be available from government records.

Unit of measurement: Areaof agricultural land receiving excessive (above recommended) nutrient inputs

Methods of measurement: Discussions have recognized the importance of excessive nutrient inputs on overall
nutrient loss of both nitrogen and phosphorus, but have concluded that no practical means of assessing how much
agricultural land treated in thisway isavailable.

Unit of measurement: Timing of slurry application/months of available storage on thefarm

Methods of measurement: Timing of application of animal manures containing a high proportion of their nitrogenin
aform that isreadily converted to nitrate (slurries and poultry manures) is recognized as crucial to how much nitrate
islost. The most direct, analytically sound approach isto monitor the timing of application of these manures.
Discussions conclude that thisis desirable but would require new datain most, if not al, OECD countries. Only
those where application is banned for certain months have an indirect source of information.

Hence the most practical alternative isto assess the number of months of storage available on farms. Again, this
information tends to be available in countries with regulatory requirements but not necessarily in other countries. In
any case thisincludes slurries but not poultry manures.

Unit of measurement: Use of low ammoniaemission slurry application machinery

Methods of measurement: The choice of durry application technique to minimize anmonialossis particular to
those countries with regulations and targets to reduce ammonia emissions. Little data appears to be available (from
public sources) in other OECD countries, but it might be possible to obtain such data from trade associations and
individual countries.

It would seem sensible to have acommon set of attributes of nutrient use, from which individual countries could
choose according to their relevance. Authors consider the proposed indicators to be analytically sound in relating to
nutrient loss, but recognize that none on its own islikely to be an adequate response indicator of a particular nutrient
related environmental concern. The availability of current dataiis nil for many of these proposed indicators,
especialy in countries where there is no regulation of the particular activity. The appropriate level of aggregation of
data has not been addressed.
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KEY WORDS: Acceptability, nutrient management
UNEP. 1995. "Sustainable Development Indicators." EarthNews, Sec. Assessment and Reporting, January 1995, p. 1.
NOTES:

Indicators are tools used to communicate and make accessible statistical, scientific, and technical information to

nontechnical user

roups.
UNREGIS'BERE VERSPONDOF HTML TO. PDF, CONVERTER B .THETA—SOF,'II'WAR
escriptive Indicators summarize sets of individual measurements pertaining to an issue; they arefactual and

derived objectively; they mainly serve scientific purposes.

Aggregated, policy-oriented indicators are derived from analysis and integration of information of different
disciplines; they contributeto policy- and decisionmaking.
Currently, the Environmental Assessment Programme's (EAP) efforts are directed to:

Reviewing international work

Coordinating, with UNSTAT, information-sharing among organi zations such as the UNDP, DPCSD, the
World Bank, SCOPE, and WRI that are cooperating in thisarea

Harmonizing approaches

Aggregating with SCOPE, WRI, and othersindicators for decisionmakers

Encouraging greater user involvement. EAP's strategy in the case of descriptive indicatorsincludes:

Support for the devel opment of descriptive indicatorsin a selected number of areas corresponding with
major UNEP programs

Assistance to DPCSD in the development of international agreement on a basic set of indicators

Continued coordination, with UNSTAT, of the consultative group for informal collaboration in the field of
indicators

Promotion of the use of indicatorsin SOE reporting and for the presentation of environmental data and
information.
In the case of aggregated, policy-oriented indicators, the EAP's strategy includes:

Developing a selected number of aggregated indicators, consistent with Agenda 21, to support specified
international policies, priority identification, and resource allocation

Continuing to support and guide the SCOPE/UNEP indicator project.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (genera)
UNEP. 1997. Global Environmental Outlook. Nairobi, Kenya. 264 pp.

SUMMARY : The report shows that significant progress has been made over the last decade in confronting
environmental challengesin devel oped and devel oping countries. Worldwide, the greatest progress has been made
ininstitutional development, international cooperation, public participation, and the emergence of the private sector.
International conventions on biodiversity, climate change, and desertification are in place, along with an increasing
array of voluntary agreements, codes of conduct, and guidelines. However, the environment has continued to
degrade during the decade, and significant environmental problems remain deeply imbedded in the socioeconomic
fabric of nationsin all regions.

In developing countries the primary emphasisison limited availability of land for agricultural expansion, abatement
of land degradation, efficient land and water management, land tenure, dryland degradation, and loss of land for
urbanization. In industrialized countries the emphasis
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ison soil pollution and control of acidification. The advance of the agricultural frontier and loss of biodiversity are
major issues for forested areas. All regions are experiencing problems related to surface and groundwater quality, all
major cities have air quality problems, about 30 percent of the world's coastal systems are at high risk of
degradation, and even the polar regions are experiencing long-range pollutant transport and deposition problems.

The report uses awide variety of indicators to report on the status and rate of change (trends) in regional and global
i jcator r o[- geographi impar n i and by sector.
UNREGIS et SR s bt A b Seu e ROt G en A M el VTR
NOTES:
Pillars: Varied
Indicators: Varied, environmental, sector, institutional

Scope: Global, national, regional
Unit of measurement: Varied

KEY WORDS: State of environment, global, degradation, GIS, agriculture, forestry, water, biodiversity,
desertification

UNEP and UNDP. 1994. International Symposium on Core Data Needs for Environmental Assessment and
Sustainable Devel opment Strateqgies. Bangkok, Thailand, 1518 November 1994. Vol. 2. 130 pp.

NOTES:

The United Nations Devel opment Programme (UNDP) and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)
organized thisinternational symposium to:
Seek consensus on priority environmental assessment and sustainable devel opment issues and the core
datasets needed to respond to these issues
Define the minimum characteristics of these datain relation to national and transnational purposes
Establish collaborative mechanismsto foster the harmonization of core environmental data
Examine the barriersto general access and use of these data.
For the purpose of this symposium a core dataset is defined as a consistent set of basic data that can be used in the
analysis of avariety of environmenta assessment and sustainable devel opment issues.
Following keynote and background presentations, participants reviewed the successes achieved and challenges
faced in threeinternational case studies:
The Pan-Amazonia Project
The Zambezi Project
The Mekong Project.
A variety of UNEP programs were al so reviewed.

Conclusions

Ten high-priority core datasets central to many types of studiesthat produce environmental assessment information
and sustainable development strategies were identified:

Land use/land cover

Demographics

Hydrology

Infrastructure

Climatology

Toonoaraohv
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Economy
Sails

Air quality
Water quality.

Having identified these priority core datasets, participants then agreed that methods must be established to devel op,
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KEY WORDS: Indicators (gen

Van Woerden, JW. Diederiks, J. and Klein Goldewijk, K. 1995. Data Management in Support of Integrated
Environmental Assessment and Modelling at RIVM. Report 402001006. National Institute of Public Health and the
Environment (RIVM), Bilthoven, The Netherlands. 215 pp.

ABSTRACT: Thisreport describes how global and regional datasets are managed within RIVM inrelation to
UNEP's Global Environmental Outlook and other environmental assessments and global change studies.

The majority of these datasets serve as core input data for assessments and modeling activities, while asmaller
number of datasets reflects the result of these activities. Moreover, such core data typically form the basisfor
defining and deriving environmental indicatorsfor integrated environmental assessment.

Logistically, these "international” datasets areintegrated into the overall information infrastructure currently under
construction within RIVM, including systems for managing datasets, metadata (information about the data), quality
control, data visualisation, and report presentation.

In addition to providing a selection of metadata such as the 1995 Catal ogue of International Datasets, an attempt has
been made to put the logistical work on datainto awider context for environmental data management. Thisis done
by describing both how data needs have been made explicit and how the information infrastrucure has been
developed and applied to date.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (general), data source
Wachter, D. 1996. "Land Tenure and Sustai nable Management of Agricultural Soils." Development and
Environment Report 15. Centre for Development and Environment, University of Berne, Berne, Switzerland. 39
pp.

NOTES:

Pillar: Acceptability

Indicator: Land tenure

1. Land tenure insecurity
2. Inequality of land ownership

Description:

1. Land tenure insecurity looks at the influence of tenure insecurity on incentivesto use land in asustainable
manner or willingnessto investin sustainable practices.

2. Inequality of land ownership may be aproblem in that the land market failsto operate efficiently and
leads to inefficient use or misuse of land resources. For example, large landowners often value their
holdings for the power and prestige they confer rather than for their agricultural potential.

Scope: Local. reqional . national
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Conclusion: The report concludes that the rel ationship between land tenure and land degradation is complex. There
are no unambiguous, easy solutions applicable throughout the devel oping world. The basic fact that individual land
users need secure tenure in order to be in a position to devel op long-term sustainabl e land-use strategies does not yet
lend itself to specific policy interventions, since what constitutes tenure security differswidely all over the
developing world.

onrecis SR e e et g i

sustainable use of agricultural soils. Other provisions, such as agricultural extension, attractive product prices, and
so forth are also needed.

KEY WORDS: Acceptability, land tenure

Wallis, N.J.A. 1997. Intensified Systems of Farming in the Tropics and Subtropics. World Bank, Washington, D.C.
213 pp.

ABSTRACT: A review of eight intensified systems of land use on unirrigated farmsin developing countriesis used
to propose three complementary sets of conditions necessary for farming systemsto be sustainable in the long run.
These three sets of conditions, or "domains," are public sector policies and investments; private farmers, their
families, and institutions; and scientific principles, natural resource endowments, and ecological systems.

The eight farming systems represent awide range of geographic and resource features and contrasting sociological
conditionsin Africa; south, east, and west Asia; and Latin America. They include the reduction of the proportion of
fallow land in Turkey, dairy development in Uruguay, associated cropping on small farmsin Columbiaand Nigeria,
the opening up of the Cerradosregion of Brazil and the devel opment of minimum tillage and direct drilling
practices on largescal e soybean farms, soybean growing by small-scale farmers on black cotton soilsin central
India, and two examples of perennia crop development on estates and smallholdingsin Kenya (tea) and Malaysia
(oil palm).

In all casesthe role and policies of governments have been of crucial importance, particularly in the following
respects:

Creating transport infrastructure, such as railway and road systems

Facilitating and promoting active markets for farm products and, for some seasonal crops, establishing floor
prices

Minimizing direct involvement in product marketing
Maintaining realistic foreign exchangerates.

Farmers have responded rapidly to market opportunities when they have been confident that they could sell al their
product surplusto family requirements. Price predictability appears to have been moreimportant than the level of
farm gate prices. Falling prices have generally induced intensification of production. Social customs affect
considerably the sequence and degree of change in farming practices. Centrally organized group farming among
small-scale oil palm growersin Malaysia has been successful, but in other cases the intensification of farming
systems has been the result of many separate decisions by individual farmers. Mgjor improvementsin resource use
have occurred, but in the cases of India, Nigeria, and Turkey communal decisions and actions on landscape planning
will be necessary to sustain the changes already made.

All the cases show the importance of scientific research, but with the exception of teain Kenyaand oil palmsin
Malaysia, research efforts have been sporadic, are seldom well-balanced, and usually are not documented in the
international scientific press. Plant breeding and selection has often been successful but poorly supported by studies
of soil and water management and hvdrol-
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ogy. Soil studies have generally been weak regarding soil organic matter and biological activity in the rooting zone
of crops and pasture plants. All the casesillustrate the importance of leguminous speciesin the farming system, but
in general these species have not been adequately studied. Much research has been weak on socioeconomic
variables, and consequently the results and possibilities for improved use of natural resources have been poorly
understood by policymakers.
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Warren, D.M. 1992. "A Preliminary Anaysis of Indigenous fication and Management Systemsin Four
Ecozones of Nigeria." Discussion Paper RCMD 92/1. International Institute of Tropical Agriculture, Ibadan,
Nigeria. 28 pp.

ABSTRACT: (Conclusion) The three indigenous soil classification systemsfor the Y oruba, Kulere, and Hausa are
very similar, being based on identifiable properties of texture, color, and water retentiveness. All three systems
include comparable knowledge of the nature of soil fertility and waysto retain and improve fertility. All systems
have knowledge of soil erosion and management systems designed to curtail it. It isaso clear that we can learn a
great deal from small-scale farmers, even through this type of rapid rural appraisal approach to the recording of
indigenous knowledge systems. Farmersin all three sites have limited access to inorganic fertilizer. The traditional
types are considered better for long-term sustainability of the soil structure and fertility.

KEY WORDS: Indigenous knowledge

Warren, D.M. 1994. "Indigenous Agricultural Knowledge, Technology, and Social Change.” In Sustainable Agriculture
in Eastern North America, Mclsaac, G. Edwards, W. and Riley, T., eds. University of Illinois Press, Urbana.

ABSTRACT: Pre-and post-contact Native Americans, early Finnish settlers, the Amish of lowa, conventional
capital-intensive agriculturalists, and the Practical Farmers of |owa can provide us with insightsinto the nature of
sustainable agriculture in the eastern United States. Native American agriculture, asreflected in extensive
approaches to farming, met the environmental, social, and economic criteria of sustainability but could not be
sustained after the impact of European contact. The preadapted knowledge system of the Finnish immigrants gave
them abasis for successful opening of the frontier, but its extensive approach made it unsustainable when all arable
land fell under intensive approachesto agriculture. Amish agriculturein lowa has been highly sustainable,
weathering avariety of adverse situations over more than a century-and-a-half of intensive farming. The mainstream
farming since World War 11 has recently been questioned. Asthe reliable supply of low-cost fossil fuels declines,
alternative approaches to agriculture are being attempted as reflected in the experiments of the Practical Farmers of
lowa. An understanding of the characteristics that made precontact Native American agriculture sustainable and
make contemporary Amish farming sustainable can hel p us determine the directions that mainstream agriculture may
takein the future.

NOTES:

By recording indigenous knowledgeit is possible to compare and contrast it with scientific knowledge available
throuah the international network of universities and aaricultural research insti-
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tutes. Aspects of indigenous knowledge that are beneficial, as well as those that could be improved through
technologies available through the international scientific knowledge system, can beidentified. Devel opment
professional s are increasingly recognizing the value of thistype of knowledge in helping them work more
effectively with local communitiesto solvetheir agricultural and environmental problemsin participatory
approaches.

O - |ndi ledc
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Approachesto Natural Resource Management in Latin America,” 2526 April 1995. World Bank, Washington, D.C.

NOTES:

K eynote speech provides abrief chronology of the growing interest in indigenous knowledge in agriculture
development and proceeds to describe work being done by the global network of indigenous knowledge resource
centers.

KEY WORDS: Indigenous knowledge
Weber, F.R. 1991. "NRM Indicator Catalogue." World Resources I nstitute, Washington, D.C. 28 pp.
NOTES:

Thisdraft catalogue prepared for the U.S. Agency for International Development identifies many of the same
indicatorsidentified elsewhere, but does not provide quantitative measurement data.

Theindicators covered are:

Productivity
Goods produced
Agricultural yields
Water quality
Physical, chemical, and biological properties
Land use
Ratios of farmland, permanent pasture, forest and shrub land, other land
Percentage change since last ratios were determined
Land classification
Actual versus safe land use by standard classification
Adequacy of fallow length
Soil fertility
Chemical and physical soil properties
Wind and water erosion
Soil moisture retention
Biodiversity
Inventory of sites
Designated of actually protected vs. total area or sites
L and management practices
Number of people/families experimenting with new practices
Percentage of people (out of total population) adopting new practices
Economic considerations
Extent of and conditions under which financial materials or other incentives are available
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Fees, permits, taxes on owning, harvesting, storing, selling, or trading farm livestock, tree, and
forestry/bush assets or products and the disincentive they may represent
Costs and availability of inputs.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (general)
Winograd, M. 1995. "Environmental Indicatorsfor Latin Americaand the Caribbean: Toward Land-Use
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NOTES:

Environmental indicators are needed to analyze and monitor development processes. However, devel opment
policies and strategies are elaborated and applied at different levels of society, and the effects and consequences of
such policies are observed at different scales. Indicators must, therefore, be selected in relation to these
characteristics and to the users needs.

The goal of thiswork isto prepare aset of indicators that might be utilized in the evaluation and design of
environmental policies. Part of the report puts indicatorsin the Pressure-State-Response framework. Of more
interest is afourth group entitled "Progress Toward Sustainability."

Anticipating the unsustai nabl e aspects of development, aswell as opportunities for and obstacles to the sustainable
management of land and natural resources, is essential to the elaboration and application of sustainable development
policies at the national and life-zone level in Latin America and the Caribbean. In particular it is necessary to
guestion the ecological and technological feasibility of sustainable development at the regional level should
profound political, social, and economic changes be implemented. For this purpose the most important information
isthat on productive potential, the amount of land needed to satisfy the population's basic needs, and the region's
production goals. Using alternative scenarios to anticipate the environmental situation and the state of natural
resourcesin theregion isalso essentia in orienting development. Finally, information on the costs and benefits of
sustainable modelsis needed so analysts can determine economic possibilities and financial needs.

Analysis based on these types of information will allow policymakers to elaborate specific responses at the regional
level, strengthen local actions, and figure out how the region might contribute to the solution of global problems
while satisfying its own basic needs. To help achieve this goal, indicators should show the local and regional results
of applying various management approaches and selecting various land uses.

Land Use Indicators

Pillar: Protection

Indicator/Unit of measurement:
Forested area/ million hectares
Annual deforestation/ million hectares
Deforestation rate / annual percentage
Annual reforestation/ million hectares
Reforestation-deforestation / ratio
Cropland area/ million hectares
Pasture area/ million hectares

Altered area/ million hectares
Cropland per capita

Forested per capita

Net additions to the CO2 flux for land-use chanae / millions of T of carbon
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Net greenhouse gas emissions for land-use change/ millions of T of CO2 equiv. carbon
Greenhouse gas emissions for land-use per capita/ T of CO2 equiv. carbon
KEY WORDS: Emissions, forestry, indicators (general), sustainable land management, protection
World Bank. 1995. African Development Indicators: 199495. World Bank, Washington, D.C. 418 pp.

UNREGISTYRE® VERSION OF HTML TO PDF CONVERTER By THETA-SOFTWARE
Thetask of monitoring Africa's development progress and aid flows requires basic empirical datathat can be readily
used by analysts. This publication, the third in a series, is meant to provide a starting point to fulfil that task.

Thisvolume presents the available relevant datafor 197493, grouped into 15 chapters: background data, national
accounts, prices and exchange rates, money and banking, external sector, external debt and related flows,
government finance, agriculture, industry, labor force and employment, public enterprises, aid flows, social
indicators, environmental indicators, and household welfare indicators.

Each chapter begins with a brief introduction on the nature of the data, followed by a set of charts, statistical tables,
and technical notes. The notes define the indicators and identify specific sources.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (general), data source

World Bank. 1996a. "Environmental Performance Indicators: A First Edition Note." Environment Department, World
Bank, Washington, D.C. 24 pp.

SUMMARY : Choosing appropriate Environmental Performance Indicators (EPIs) to assess and evaluate the
performance of World Bank projectsin relation to environmental issuesis a challenging task. The problems
concerned are too complex for asmall set of "universal" indicators to be devel oped. The stated objective of the
project isto identify the most important source for the selection of appropriate EPIs for projects with explicit
environmental objectives. The EA process serves as a guide to selection of EPIsin cases in which environmental
impacts are unintended or indirect. Once the areas to be monitored have been identified in thisway, specific
indicators can be selected to monitor how the project is affecting the pressures on the environment and the end
result of these pressures. In some cases these might be similar to indicators used as national -level indicators, but
perhaps collected at a different spatial scale; in others, quite different indicators might be most appropriate. Where
possible, it isdesirableto select indicators that will be comparable to broader measures of environmental health or
be comparable across projects, but this may not always be feasible.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (general)

World Bank. 1996b. "Towards Environmentally Sustainable Development in West Central Africa." West Central
Africa Department, World Bank, Washington, D.C.

NOTES:

The objective of this paper isto provide abasis for discussing sustainable development in West Central Africa. In
the past, calculations of the benefits from development have rarely included costs to the environment. Population
arowth and aaricultural exnansion have contributed
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substantially, for example, to the loss of most of West Central Africa's high forests, which raises serious questions
about the long-term benefits of traditional growth policies. The challenge today isto ensure that future devel opment
is sustainable, meaning environmentally responsible. This paper discusses how the Bank can help mainstream
environmental sustainability in the development programs of the seven countries of West Central Africa.

The enormous array of issues underlying sustai nable devel opment emphasizes the urgent need to set priorities and
istic action f ithinth Ty e limi ailahility.of and financial
UNREGIS R R o R B R ey i LT it B sy kA s, b urther
defined as governments devel op their country strategies, including their policies and investment programs.
KEY WORDS: Indicators (general)

WRI. 1992. "Environmental Indicator Work at the World Resources Institute." World Resources I nstitute,
Washington, D.C. 9 pp.

NOTES:

Prepared for the World Resources I nstitute Workshop on Global Environmental Indicators (December 78, 1992).
Provides abrief overview of WRI'swork including:

Indices

Greenhouse gas index

Green cities index

Natural endowment index

Metal reservesindex

Species area "index"
Indicator papers and studies

"Developing Indicators of Biodiversity Conservation"

"The Growing Importance of Scientific Rules of Thumb in Developing Indicators of Resource
Sustainability"

"Developing Urban Environmental Indicatorsin Third World Cities®

"Environmental Trendsin Latin America: Progress toward Land Use Sustainability"
Natural Resource Accounting.

KEY WORDS: Indicators (genera)

Zinck, J.A. and Farshad, A. 1995. "lssues of Sustainability and Sustainable Land Management." Canadian Journal
of Soil Science 75: 4, 407-12.

ABSTRACT: The concept of sustainability has many facets. Ecol ogists, environmentalists, agronomists,
sociologists, economists, and politicians use it with different connotations. In addition, the sustainability of land
management systems variesin space according to climate, soil, technology, and societal conditions. Sustainable
farming systemsvary aso in time, asthey evolve and may collapse, frequently together with the corresponding
sociosystems. Because of its complexity, sustainability is difficult to measure directly and requires the use of
appropriate indicators for assessment. A good indicator isfree of bias, sensitive to temporal changes and spatial
variability, predictive, and referenced to threshold values. Relevant data are often incomplete or inadequate for
indicator implementation. To embrace the whol e breadth of sustainability, several methods and techniques should be
used concurrently, including land evaluation and coevolutionary, retrospective, and knowledge-based approaches. It
is. however. at the apolication level that maior
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constraints arise. A sustainable land management system must satisfy alarge variety of requirements, including
technological feasibility, economic viability, political desirability, administrative manageability, social acceptability,
and environmental soundness. Real world conditions at the farm and policymaking levels need to be substantially
improved to achieve land management.

KEY WORDS: Sustainable land manacement
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Catalogue of URL Sitesfor Indicators of Land Quality and Sustainable L and Management

There has been avirtual explosion in the amount of information available on the Internet. Two major problems continue
to plague researchers using this technology as an aid. First, there continues to be aproblem finding relevant

i i } i i \ Hyphdi L Rr & i d management”
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problem isthat the technology isinitsinfancy, and those using it are still grappling with what type of information and

how much of it to post on the Internet. As aresult many sites contain only general information about organizations and

projects, products, and services. Attempting to get significant detail has proven to be achallenge. Fortunately, some

organizations have taken the initiative and are creating WWW catal ogues that provide linksto agricultural and agri-

environmental sites. Some of the better ones are listed below.

A. Launching Points

World Wide Web Virtual Library: Agriculture

URL.: http://ipmwww.ncsu.edu/cernag/cern.html

Compiler:NSF Center for Integrated Pest Management, at North Carolina State University

Content: Provideslinksto agriculture sites around the world; agriculture-related newsletters, periodicals and electronic
textbooks; databases and software; WWW virtual library sites relevant to agriculture (broken down by subject);
resources containing lists of WWW sites relevant to agriculture;and horticulture information

Accessibility: While this site has no restrictions on access, some of the sitesit links to may have restrictions
Virtual Library on International Devel opment
URL: http: //w3.acdi-cida.gc.ca/ virtual .nsf/pages/index e.htm

Compiler: International Development Information Centre (1DIC) of the Canadian International Devel opment Agency
(CIDA)
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Content: A collection of linksto international development resources on the Internet, broken down by organizations,
thematic resources, regions and countries. Thematic Resources. Agriculture provideslinksto over 20 siteswith
referencesto agriculture and international devel opment.

Accessibility: No restrictions
Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR)

UNREGURI it Wz RS lépihiorontivigi arfomBagete VERTER By THETA-SOFTWARE
Compiler: World Bank
Content: Describes activities of the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR)
and provides links to research centers
Accessibility: No restrictions

Comment: This site and those of the research centers tend to be very general, with the exception of the Center for
International Forestry Research (see Land Quality and Sustainable Management Indicator Sites).

AgDB: The Agriculture-Related Information Systems, Databases, and Datasets AgNIC Prototype
URL: http://www.agnic.ora/agdb/
Compiler:National Agricultura Library's (NAL) Electronic Research Database Committee (ERDC)

Content: Identifies and describes agriculture-rel ated databases, datasets, and information systems. Not all datasets
described are avail able on the Internet, but for those that are, links have been established to the actual datawherever
possible.

Accessibility: All the AgDB metadata records may be viewed through the alphabetical list, arranged by resource name.
The full text of all metadata records is searchable through a keyword index. As part of this function one can search by
AGRICOLA Subject Category Code, permitting the user to apply abroad level, human-indexed screening to arough
keyword search.

U.N. System Wide EARTHWATCH Site

URL: http://www.unep.ch/earthw.html

Compiler: UNEP

Content: The site has been completely revised and expanded. It includes:
Short summaries of emerging environmental problems, referenced to the
scientific literature
Listing of the major recent environmental assessments
Updates on the organization of Earthwatch
Documents on Earthwatch, including Earthwatch Working Party reports

Revised pages on the environmental information activities of relevant U.N. organizations, linked to their WWW
site. Special topics, such asindicators, global international waters assessment.

Accessibility: No restrictions

B. Land Quality and Sustainable Land Management Indicators Sites
Agricultural Indicatorslndicator Program Descriptions

URL.: http://tdg.uoguel ph.calwww/FSR/coll ection/indi cator/program.txt
Compiler: S. McCann, World Resources Institute

Content: Profiles of 37 programs currently involved in developing indicators of agricultural sustainability. The profiles
are arranged in four categories based on the focus of the organization's indicator output or reports. The categories
include the global and national level; the regional level (ecoregion, watershed, landscape); the community, project and
farmlevel; and the soil level.

Accessibilitv: No restrictions
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Review and Assessment of Available Indicatorsfor Evaluating Sustainable L and M anagement
URL: http://res.aar.ca/PUB/ecorc/proagram3/pub/indi cat/overview.htm

Compiler: Centrefor Land and Biological Resources Research, Eastern Cereal and Oilseed Research Centre,
Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada

Content: R%)ort investi es some potential indicators for assessing the sustainabi I it é‘ﬁ” cultural land management
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used, where possible, to determine indicators, because the data are current and equal ly representative of all parts of the
country.

Framework for Assessment of Sustainable Land Management
Variables, indicators, and thresholds
Criteriafor choosing indicators
Review of availableindicators
Physical
Agronomic
Economic
Socia
Assessment of selected indicators
Physical
Agronomic
Economic
Social
Conclusions
Appendix I: Alternative Approaches to the Development of Indicators
Appendix II: Indicators of Soil and Water Quality
References
Accessibility: No restrictions
Comment: Thisisan electronic version of the Neave and others (1995) report.
Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR)
URL: http://www.cqdiar.ora/cifor/
Compiler: CIFOR

Content: Includes general information, maps, and statistics on at least 80 countries from WCMC, one of CIFOR's
collaborators, as well as summaries of its research projects, including its criteriaand indicators project.

Accessibility: Norestrictions
Compendium of Sustainable Development Indicator I nitiatives and Publications
URL: http://iisdl.iisd.ca/measure/compendium.htm

Compiler: International Institute for Sustainable Devel opment, Environment Canada, Redefining Progress, and the
World Bank.

Content: Provides an overview of initiatives on Sustainable development indicators being carried out at the
international, national and provincial/territoria/state levels.

Accessibility: No restrictions
Consortium for International Earth Science Information Network (CIESIN)
URL: http://www.ciesin.org/
Compiler: Consortium for International Earth Science Information Network

Content: Providesinteractive applications, metadata resources, data resources, information systems and resources.
Although much of the information is U.S.-based, the Land and Water Knowledge Management Node (LW-KMN)
(htto://www.ciesin.ora/lai-is/lw-kms) isaalobal information svs-
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http://iisdl.iisd.ca/measure/compendium.htm
http://www.ciesin.org/
http://www.ciesin.org/lqi-is/lw-kms
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tem being developed by CIESIN and supported by the World Bank, the Consultative Group on International
Agricultural Research (CGIAR), the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), the United Nations Devel opment
Programme (UNDP), and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). The information system provides
searchable metadata and tools for access to source data and indicators.

I nter active Applications
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DDViewer Demographic Data Viewer: Interactive mapping of 1990 U.S. census data

ENTRI Environmental Treaties and Resource Indicators Service: A searchablerelational database containing
international environmental treaties, treaty summaries, treaty status files and natural resource indicators

Geocorr Geographic Correspondence Engine; Create correlation lists between various U.S. geographies

Great Lakes Map Server: Interactively compose a map with selected EPA site datasets and feature coverages for
any U.S. region within the Great Lakes

MVA Model Visualization and Analysis for Integrated Assessment Models of Climate Change: Accessto guide
information on Integrated Assessment Modeling, selected IAMs, and scenario outputs from selected IAMs

Ulysses (tm) Cross-Tabulation Engine: I nteractive access to decennial U.S. census microdata

UVISUV Interactive Service: An interactive, custom-query service that allows for on-screen visualization of
hourly, daily, and monthly UV dose variables from selected | ocations across the United States

AgCrOPS Agricultural Crops Observation and Performance Service (* Experimental Prototype*): A farmers
quick reference quide to the results of crop varietal trials and a one-stop seed products catal ogue

Metadata Resources
CIESN's Guide to Metadata: Information and resources about metadata

CIESN Gateway: Locate environmental and socioeconomic data using this distributed international catalog of
metadata resources

GLREIS Metadata Search: Search the Great L akes Regional Environmental Information System Metadata
Directory

CIESN Dataset Guides
Data Resources

Archive of Census Related Products: Post-processed extracts from the 1990 STF3A and 1992 TIGER data linked
by polygon ID number; U.S. population, housing density and land cover classification dataon a 1km2 grid

China Dimensions Data Collection: Guides for and access to arich collection of data resources on the People's
Republic of China. Highlightsinclude digital administrative boundaries, fundamental GISlayers; county-level data
on population, agriculture, economics, and hospitals; and interactive acess to he 1982 census of population

Environmental Treaty Texts. Full text of more than 140 international environmental agreements

Gridded Population of the World: Dataset description and access to world and continental population counts and
density on a5 minute grid

Global Population Database: Population data on a 20 minute by 30 minute grid for more than 100 nations;
includes urban density circles

Mexico Data Collection: Dataset description and access to various population GI'S coverages of Mexico

Monitoring Environmental Progress: Interactive query of the World Bank's database of indicators of
environmentallv sustai nabledevel ooment
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Public Use Microdata Samples (PUMYS): Microdata from the decennial U.S. censuses of 19701990

Social Indicators of Development: Interactive query of the World Bank's dataset containing 125 socioeconomic
variables from more than 170 economies for the period 19651993

World Resources 199697: Interactive query of the authoritative Guide to the Global Environment from World
Resources I nstitute

UNREGI§idrmaoRsydenSahdRédurses ML TO PDF CONVERTER By THETA-SOFTWARE

Accessto U.S Demographic Data: A collection of applications and data resources for analysis of U.S.
demographics

Great Lakes Regional Environmental Information System (GLREIS): GLREIS provides accessto awide array of
data, information, and unique tools relevant to the Great L akesregion

Land Quality Indicators Information System: LQI-ISisaglobal information system on the sustainability of land
resources in managed ecosystems (http://www.ciesin.org/lai-is/l aihome.html) containing the following entries:

What isLQI-1S? Background on the Land Quiality Indicators Information System

Search for Metadata: Allows the search and retrieval of descriptions of LQI data and information
Accessible Datasets: Accessto LOI-related datasets

Indicator Guides. Descriptions of LQIs and links to related data sets

Modeling: Accessto LOI-related modeling tools

Discussion Forum: Access to an on-line discussion area

Tools and Software: Accessto other LQI tools and software products

Bibliographies: Accessto LQI bibliographies

Related Web Sites: Accessto other Web sites

U.S-Mexico Border Regional Environmental Information System (USMBREIS): US-MBREIS provides accessto
data, information and unique tools relevant to the United States-Mexico Border region

Sratospheric Ozone and Human Health Project: A suite of information productsin the areas of ultraviolet (UV)
radiation, ozone, and human health impacts of UV exposure

Thematic Guidesto key environmental issues, including: agriculture, human health, land use, ozone depl etion,
political institutions, remote sensing, environmental treaties, resource indicators (designed to support the ENTRI
service), and integrated assessment modeling of climate change (designed to support the MV A service)

Accessibility: No restrictions

Global Resource |nformation Database (GRID)

URL: http://www.grida.no/prog/global/cgiar/index.htm Compiler: A joint project of the United Nations Environment
Programme, Global Resource Information Database (UNEP/GRID) and the Consultative Group on International
Agricultural Research (CGIAR). The main objective of the UNEP/CGIAR project for the "Use of Geographic
Information Systemsin Agricultural Research Management" isto establish long-term cooperative links between UNEP

and the CGIAR system to effectively integrate natural resource and socioeconomic information into agricultural
research activities

Content: Provides an overview of the project and newsl etters and reports back to 1995, as well as datasets and links to
other CGIAR sites.

Datasets
Asian popul ation databases
Latin American administrative boundaries

Data Catalogue: Compiled to help members of the CGIAR network to find data available at the other Centers or to
have an overview of all self-produced data existing in the CG Centers. The catal ogue contains search information,
such as geographical coverage, date of collection, (INFOTERRA) keywords for orientation, contact persons for
reauests. source information and so on. and is desianed to be combined with the UNEP/GRID metadatabase
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in the near future. Most of the datasets are in vector format, including the administrative boundaries and
communication infrastructure for countries of South America, The Philippines and Central Africa. Some general
elevation and land use datain roster format is also available, mostly for Africa (Céte d'lvoire) and the Philippines.
Climatic datais maintained for amost every region of focus, but compl ete time series are missing. Datasets are
relevant for agricultural activitiesin those regions, supporting the modeling and research of related issues, mainly
concerning potato and rice production. Almost every dataset is stored in Arc/Info format; some of them arealsoin
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download separate Excel or Word files for one or more of the Centers
Accessibility: No restrictions

Comment: Geographic analysis can provide a considerable input to agricultural research where the spatial dimensionis
relevant. Applications range from service functions, such as collecting and providing geo-referenced data, to modeling
of crop yields, identification of key areas of population pressure, biodiversity conservation, and complicated impact
assessment analyses. Theimportance of GIS in agricultural research isincreasing as environmental management gains a
regular place on agricultural research agendas.

International Development Research Centre (IDRC)
URL: http://www.idrc.ca
Compiler: IDRC

Content: The International Devel opment Research Centre isa public corporation created by the Canadian government
to help communitiesin the devel oping world find solutionsto social, economic, and environmental problemsthrough
research. The site provides access to information about | DRC, including the Centre's general information brochure,
annual report, news, mediainformation, and the Centre's program of research. "Research Projects’ offers direct access
to international research sitesincluding research initiatives and international secretariats. "Resources’ linksto the
Centre Library, databases, catalogue of publications, and IDRC's archives. The IDRC Library provides public accessto
development information via the Development Data Bases Service (DDBS) at http:// www.ddbs.idrc.ca. DDBS
databases:

BIBLIO The collection of the IDRC Library
IDRIS Inter-Agency Development Research Information System Research activities and projects of ;
IDRC (International Development Research Centre)
IFS (International Foundation for Science)
JICA (Japan International Cooperation Agency)
Sida Department for Research Cooperation (SAREC).
Accessibility: No restrictions
Land and Water Knowledge Management Node
URL: http://ciesin.org/lw-kms
Compiler: World Bank
Content: The Land and Water Knowledge Management Node involves the development of:

A metadata base and access to Global Environmental Data, I nstitutional and Special Purpose Information
Catalogues, and Modeling (links to Consortium for International Earth Science Information Network at
http://www.ciesi n.org/lw-kms)

An Inventory of LQI-Related Projects (for details, arequest must be sent to the LQI Secretariat, Rural
Development Anchor, World Bank)

A List of Publications.
Accessibility: Norestrictions

Comment: The program and the global coalition being assembled to devel op and disseminate information on land and
water aualitvy areimportant contributions toward more sustai nable manacement
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of theworld'sland, water, and biological resources. The objectiveis not a new program separate from the ongoing
efforts of many agencies, but rather better coordination of the many existing and new initiatives on land resource
management. This requires that the work be done in a coordinated, cooperative fashion, using acommon framework.

The UNEP Meta-data Directory

URL: http://www.arid.unep.no/
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Content: For the UNEP Meta-data Directory, the term "meta-data’ is defined as reference data about the content and
location of (environmental) data and information holdings. Meta-data are the high-level "overview" or informational
abstract that describes (and points to) a particular dataset, report, map, or institute. Meta-data assist users by providing
access to institutes and data.

The UNEP Meta-data Directory will serve asalibrary card catalogue of environmental information. It will contain
"card entries’ (or meta-data descriptions) of institutes and datasets. Similar to thelibrary card catalogue, the meta-data
directory will allow usersto search for environmental information by institute name or dataset (title), contact person
(author), theme, keyword, and location (subject), aswell as other criteria.

Sample queriesto this system may be: How many institutes are working on biodiversity in Europe and how can |
contact them? Where are datasets avail able about vegetation in Kenya and how can | get them?

Accessibility: Sincethe goal of this softwareisto provide information free of charge to aslarge aglobal audience as
possible, the audience for thisdirectory is primarily (but not limited to) the environmental information-seeker who does
not have network (Internet) access. Datain the directory can be interchanged freely among users and can be uploaded to
the World Wide Web for users with Internet connectivity.

It will be necessary for all users of the MdD to register with GRID to ensure uniqueness of data entries. A security
system isinvoked at the beginning of each new participant's meta-data session. This verification process asks new users
to identify themselves, the machine they are working on, and the organization they work for.

To sample the Meta-data Directory (demo version), contact James McKennaat UNEP: Tel:254.2.623899 or Fax:
254.2.624315 or e-mail: mckennaj @unep.org. UNEP is promoting its use and always looking for more partners with
whom to share environmental information.

Sustainable Devel opment Indicators, selected bibliography
URL: http://iisdl.iisd.calic/info/ss9504.htm
Compiler: International Institute for Sustai nable Devel opment

Content: A listing of publications related to Sustainable development indictors. Brief descriptions are provided in some
cases; however, there are no links to the publications themsel ves.

Accessibility: No restrictions.

SPAAR Information System (SIS)

URL: http://www.bib.wau.nl/sis/

Compiler: International Agricultural Centre (IAC), The Netherlands

Content: The Special Programme for African Agricultural Research (SPAAR) emerged asan initiativein tile mid-
1980s to enhance agricultural production in Africaby increasing donor coordinationin the field of agricultural research.
The SPAAR Information System (SIS) was developed as atool to come to grips with the increasing number of
activities. It complements the registration of nationally funded projectsin the CARIS database managed by FAO. It can
search listing by keywords or by list of available research disciplines:

General Agriculture
Aariculture General Aspects (18 records)
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Aagricultural Research (358 records)
Geography and History
Geography (4 records)
History (3 records)
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Education (57 records)
Extension (15 records)
Documentation and Information (74 records)
Administration and Legislation
Public Administration (3 records)
Legislation (1 record)
Economicsand Policies
Aagricultural Economics and Policies (66 records)
Land Economics and Policies (42 records)
Labour and Employment (15 records)
Investment, Finance and Credit (16 records)
Development Economics and Policies (76 records)
Production Economics (18 records)
Organization, Administration and Management of Agricultural Enterprisesor Farms (12 records)
Agro-industry (7 records)
Cooperatives (7 records)
Rural Sociology (38 records)
Rural Population (11 records)
Trade, Marketing and Distribution (40 records)
International Trade (6 records)
Domestic Trade (2 records)
Consumer Economics (2 records)
Home Economics and Crafts (1 record)
Agrarian Systems (7 records)
Plant Production
Crop Husbandry (206 records)
Plant Propagation (14 records)
Seed Production (33 records)
Fertilizing (40 records)
Irrigation (61 records)
Soil Cultivation (21 records)
Cropping Patterns and Systems (189 records)
Plant Genetics and Breeding (251 records)
Plant Ecology (11 records)
Plant Structure (5 records)
Plant Physiology and Biochemistry (35 records)
Plant Physiology Nutrition (13 records)
Plant Physiology Growth and Development (5 records)
Plant Physiology Reproduction (1 record)



Plant Taxonomy and Geography (9 records)
Plant Protection

Protection of Plants General Aspects (55-records)

Pests of Plants (382 records)

Plant Diseases (61 records)

Miscellaneous Plant Disorders (6 records)
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Postharvest Technology
Handling, Transport, Storage and Protection of Agricultural Products (6 records)
Handling, Transport, Storage and Protection of Plant Products (58 records)
Handling, Transport, Storage and Protection of Forest Products (1 records)
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Handling, Transport, Storage and Protection of Fisheries and Aguacultural Products (9 records)
Handling, Transport, Storage and Protection of Non-food or Non-feed Agricultural Products (1 record)
Forestry
Forestry General Aspects (77 records)
Forestry Production (164 records)
Forest Engineering (4 records)
Processing of Forest Products (18 records)
Forest Injuries and Protection (2 records)
Animal Production
Animal Husbandry (142 records)
Animal Feeding (40 records)
Animal Genetics and Breeding (30 records)
Animal Ecology (18 records)
Animal Structure (1 record)
Animal Physiology and Biochemistry (4 records)
Animal Physiology Nutrition (4 records)
Animal Physiology Growth and Development (6 records)
Animal Physiology Reproduction (16 records)
Animal Taxonomy and Geography (1 record)
Veterinary Science and Hygiene (55 records)
Pests of Animals (21 records)
Animal Diseases (48 records)
Miscellaneous Animal Disorders (4 records)
Fisheriesand Aquaculture
Fisheries and Aquaculture General Aspects (21 records)
Fisheries Production (47 records)
Aquaculture Production and Management (34 records)
Aquatic Ecology (3 records)
Agricultural Machinery and Engineering
Agricultural Engineering (4 records)
Farm Layout (-records)
Agricultural Structures (-records)
Agricultural Machinery and Equipment (22 records)
Natural Resources and Management
Nature Conservation and Land Resources (125 records)
Energy Resources and Management (64 records)
Renewable Energy Resources (9 records)
Non-renewable Enerqy Resources (2 records)
Water Resources and Management (56 records)



Drainage (22 records)

Soil Science and Management (32 records)
Sail Surveys and Mapping (4 records)

Sail Classification and Genesis (7 records)
Sail Chemistrv and Phvsics (8 records)
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Soil Biology (16 records)
Sail Fertility (21 records)
Sail Erosion, Conservation and Reclamation (18 records)
Meteorology and Climatology (19 records)
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Food Science and Technoloay (17 records)
Food Processing and Preservation (86 records)
Food Contamination and Toxicology (8 records)
Food Composition (3 records)
Food Additives (records)
Feed Technology (3 records)
Feed Processing and Preservation (4 records)
Feed Contamination and Toxicology (11 records)
Feed Composition (1 record)
Feed Additives (- records)
Processing of Non-food or Non-feed Agricultural Products (4 records)
Processing of Agricultural Wastes (12 records)
Packaging (2 records)
Human Nutrition
Human Nutrition General Aspects (8 records)
Physiology of Human Nutrition (2 records)
Diet and Diet Related Diseases (3 records)
Nutrition Programmes (1 record)
Pollution
Pollution (4 records)
Occupational Diseases and Hazards (1 record)
Methodol ogy
Mathematical and Statistical Methods (3 records)
Research Methods (8 records)
Surveying Methods (9 records).
Accessibility: No restrictions
Africa Productive Sector Growth and Environment
URL: http:/ /www.info.usaid.qov/sdpsoe/psaehome.html
Compiler: Productive Sector Growth and Environment (PSGE) Division of USAID

Content: Promotes African devel opment through research, analysis, and strategic field support in the areas of
agriculture, the environment, natural resources management, and private sector development. Provides genera
information on its program, staff, and partners.

Accessibility: No restrictions

Comment: Material dated

World Resources Ingtitute (WRI)

URL: http://www.wri.ora/wri/index.html
Compiler: World Resources Institute

Content: The World Resources Ingtitute is an independent center for policy research and technical assistance on global
environmental and development issues. This site provides summaries of WRI projects, including sustainable
agriculture, and indicators and trends. Copies of WRI's publications are posted, asis World Resources 199697, a report
by WRI, UNEP, UNDP, and the World Bank.



http://www.wri.org/wri/index.html
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Accessibilitv: Norestrictions
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C. Indigenous K nowledge

Centrefor Indigenous Knowledge and Rural Development

URL: http://www.physi cs.iastate.edu/cikard/cikard.html

Compiler: Centre for Indigenous Knowledge for Agriculture and Rural Development (CIKARD)
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(382K); Aquatic Resources (122K); Biodiversity (65k); Ecology (428K); Ethnobotany (188K); Natural Resource
Management (215K); Rainforest (74K); Soil (392K); Sustainable Agriculture (440K); Traditional Medicine (165K);
and Water Management (214K).

Accessibility: No restrictions on viewing databases

I ndigenous K nowledge Home Page

URL: http: / /nemesis.nufficcs.nl/ik-pages/

Compiler: Centrefor International Research and Advisory Networks (CIRAN)

Content: Provides search capability to approximately 200 indigenous knowledge resources that have been indexed by
CIRAN, and provideslistings of potentially relevant mailing lists and newsgroups.

Accessibility: No restrictions

I ndigenous K nowledge and Devel opment Monitor

URL: http:/www.nufficcs.nl/ciran/ikdm/

Compiler: Centre for International Research and Advisory Networks (CIRAN)

Content: The Indigenous Knowledge and Development Monitor is a series of newsletters and articles aimed at those
with an interest in the role of indigenous knowledge and participatory approaches to sustainable development. It
provides an instrument for the exchange of information, a platform for debate on the concept of indigenous knowledge
inavariety of disciplines, and an overview of activitiesin thefield of indigenous knowledge and sustainable
development. The Monitor is published three times a year; there are two regular issues and one special issue. The
Monitor first appeared in February 1993. Vol. 1 (13) and Vol. 2 (12) are no longer available.

Accessihilitv:No restrictions on viewina articles
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Appendix 1
What |s Sustainable Land Management?

Land provides an environment for agricultural production, but it is also an essential condition for improved

i {Rchudh j i : i igAts, amelioration
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sustainable land management (SLM)1 isto harmonize the complementary goals of providing environmental, economic,
and social opportunitiesfor the benefit of present and future generations, while maintaining and enhancing the quality
of the land (soil, water, and air) resource (Smyth and Dumanski, 1993). Sustainable land management isthe use of land
to meet changing human needs (agriculture, forestry, conservation), while ensuring the long-term socioeconomic and
ecological functions of the land.

Sustainable land management is a necessary building block for sustainable agricultural development, and itisakey
element in AGENDA 21'sgoal of sustainable development (see Chapter 10). Sustainable agricultural development,
conservation of natural resources, and promotion of sustainable land management are key objectives of the new World
Bank rural investment program, From Vision to Action (World Bank, 1997), and increasingly these objectives are being
included in all agricultural development and natural resources management projects.

Sustainabl e land management combines technol ogies, policies, and activities aimed at i ntegrating socioeconomic
principles with environmental concerns, so asto simultaneously:

Maintain and enhance production (productivity)

Reduce the level of production risk and enhance soil capacity to buffer against degradation processes
(stability/resilience)

Protect the potential of natural resources and prevent degradation of soil and water quality (protection)
Beeconomically viable (viability)
Be socially acceptable and assure access to the benefits from improved |and management (acceptability/equity).

1 The concept of sustainable land management (SLM) grew out of aworkshop in Chiang Rai, Thailand, 1991.
Thisworkshop recommended forming an international working group of the International Society of Soil
Science (1SSS) to refine the concept, develop a definition, and to recommend a procedure to monitor and
evaluate our progress towards sustainable land use systems. A second workshop (L ethbridge, Canada, 1993),
emphasized devel opment of indicators of sustainable land management asinstruments for monitoring and
evaluation. The results of these experiences were brought together at the XVth Congress of Soil Science,
Acapulco, 1994. Subsequent international workshops (Cali, Colombia, 1995; Nairobi, Kenya, 1995;
Washington, D.C., 1996, Naurod Germany, 1997) focused on indicators of land quality as part of the suite of
required SLM indicators. A third workshop (Enschede, 1997), set the stage for the "next steps” in the
develooment and anplication of sustainable land management.

< previous page page 105 next page >



< previous paae page 106 next paae >

Page 106

The definition and these criteria, called pillars of SLM, are the basic principles and the foundation on which sustainable
land management is being developed. Any evaluation of sustainability hasto be based on these objectives: productivity,
stability/resilience, protection, viability, and acceptability/equity (Smyth and Dumanski, 1993). The definition and
pillars have been field-tested in several countries and were judged to provide useful guidance to assess sustainability.

The lack of acomprehensive, quantifiable definition for sustainable |and management is sometimes considered to be a
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model must be designed around an eval uation process (rather than athematic context), becauseit is intended to test the
likelihood of certain events taking place and the aggregate impacts of these events, rather than specifics of various null
hypotheses or the impacts of certain inputs or land management interventions. Essentially the research model must
include agoal statement, aconceptual framework, a set of procedures, and criteria (indicators) for diagnosis. One of the
main objectives of such aresearch model is to evaluate the impacts of events which are uncertain, but the process of
evaluation is quided by scientifically defined protocols.

Principles and Criteriafor Sustainable Land Management

Experiences gained from field projects in developing and devel oped countries have identified a series of principles
(lessons |earned) for sustainable land management, which can be used as general guidelines for development projects
(Dumanski 1994, 1997; World Bank 1997). The most useful of these are summarized below.

Global Concernsfor Sustainability

Sustainability can be achieved only through the collective efforts of those immediately responsible for managing
resources. Thisrequires apolicy environment that empowers farmers and other local decisionmakersto reap
benefits for good land-use decisions and also to be held responsible for inappropriate land uses.

Integration of economic and environmental interestsin a comprehensive manner is necessary to achieve the
objectives of sustainable land management. This requires that environmental concerns be given equal importanceto
economic performance in eval uating the impacts of development projects and that reliable indicators of
environmental performance be devel oped.

Thereis an urgent need to resolve the global challenge to produce more food to feed rapidly rising global
populations, while at the same time preserving the biological production potential, resilience, and environmental
mai ntenance systems of the land. Sustainable land management, if properly designed and implemented, will ensure
that agriculture becomes a part of the environmental solution, rather than remaining an environmental problem.

Sustainable Agriculture

More ecologically balanced |and management can achieve both economic and environmental benefits, and this
must be the foundation, or linchpin, for further rural interventions (investments). Without good land management
other investmentsin therural sector are likely to be disappointing.2 At the same time, arguing for the continued
maintenance of agriculture without reference to environmental sustainability isincreasingly difficult. Indicators of
land quality are needed to quide us along the way.

2 Sustainabl e land management requires along-term commitment to maintaining the quality of the land resource;
unfortunatelv. short-term economics often nromote technol oaies that exploit and dearade the land.
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Agricultural intensification is often necessary to achieve more sustainable systems. This requires shiftsto higher
value production, or higher yields with more inputs per unit of production, and higher (more knowledge-intensive)
standards of management. However, sustainable agriculture has to work within the bounds of nature, not against
them. Many yield improvements can be achieved by optimizing efficiency of external inputsrather than trying to
maximizeyields.

B e S e B s e e

Sharing Responsibilitiesfor Sustainability

Farmers and land managers must expand their knowledge of sustai nable technologies and implement improved
procedures of land stewardship. The preferred option is not to tell the farmer what to do (command and control
legidlation), but to create an enabling environment through policy interventions that frees farmers to make the right
choice. A policy environment that empowers farmers and a so holds them accountable for achieving the objectives
of sustainable land management is essential. However, sustainable land management is the responsibility of all
segments of society. Governments must ensure that their policies and programs do not create negative
environmental impacts, and society needsto define requirements for land maintenance and develop a"social"
discount rate for future land use options that encourages the most sustainable use.

Concernsfor sustainable land management go beyond agriculture to include the legitimate interests of other aspects
of land stewardship, including wildlife, waterfowl, and biodiversity management. Thereisincreasing evidence that
society is demanding that farmers become stewards of rural landscapes and that agriculture become more than
simply putting food on the table. Many of society's environmental values may not represent economic gainsfor
farmers, however, and farmers cannot shoulder al the costs of environmental maintenance.

Relationship among Soil Quality, Land Quality, and Sustainable Land M anagement

New concepts of soil and land quality3 are emerging and are often used interchangeably. These concepts and their
rel ationships are summarized bel ow, to the extent that some concensus has been reached on how these should be

applied.

Soil quality isthe capacity of a specific soil to function within natural or managed ecosystem boundaries to sustain plant
and animal production, maintain or enhance water quality, and support human health and habitation (SSSA, 1994).

Land quality isthe condition, state or "health" of the land relative to human requirements, including agricultural
production, forestry, conservation, and environmental management (Pieri and others, 1995).

Sustainable land management combines technol ogies, policies, and activities aimed at integrating socioeconomic
principles with environmental concerns to simultaneously maintain or enhance production, reduce the level of
production risk, protect the potential of natural resources, and prevent (buffer against) soil and water degradation, be
economically viable, and be socialy acceptable (Smyth and Dumanski, 1993).

These concepts span the scales of detail, application, and levels of integration with socioeconomic data. Soil quality is
the most restrictive, followed by land quality and then sustainable land

3 These concepts of "quality" are based on the essential characteristics of soil and land to fulfill human land use
requirements, for example, agriculture, forestry, conservation and maintenance of environmental functions.
Natural land quality comes from the suitability of land for specified uses, and is not uniform over the landscape;
human interventions (Iland management) can degrade or enhance land quality; changesin land quality are
assessed in relation to benchmarks. such as chanaes from an undisturbed state.
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management. Soil quality is effectively acondition of asite, which can be studied using soil dataalone. Land quality
requiresintegration of soil datawith other biophysical information, such as climate, geology, and land use. Land quality
isacondition of the landscape; that is, it isabiophysical property that also includes the impacts of human interventions
(land use) on the landscape. Sustainable land management requires the integration of these biophysical conditions (land
quality) with economic and social demands. It is an assessment of the impacts of human habitation and a condition of
sustainabledevel opment.
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described, the data used for input, and the amount and kinds of integration with other disciplines. However, the
concepts form a continuum over the landscape and they must be applied for different types and scales of land use.

The Land Quality Indicator (LQI) Program

Assessment of sustainable land management requires appropriate eval uation instruments, such as Land Quality
Indicators. However, land quality, like the concept of sustainable land management of which itisapart, requires
operational definitions and specific, measureable indicatorsif it isto be more than an attractive, conceptua phrase.

The World Bank, in collaboration with UNEP, UNDP, FAO, and the CGIAR, is developing a program called Land
Quiality Indicators (LQIs) asameansto better coordinate actions on land-related i ssues such asland degradation (Pieri
and others, 1995). In the area of economic and social data, and in some cases for air and water quality, indicators are
already in regular useto support decisionmaking at global, national, and subnational levels. In contrast, few such
indicators are available to assess, monitor, and evaluate changesin the quality of land resources. Land refers not just to
soil but to the combined terrain, water, soil, and biotic resources that provide the basis for land use. Land quality refers
to the condition, or "health," of land, specifically to its capacity for sustainable land use and environmental
management.

The LQI program addresses the dual objectives of environmental monitoring and sector performance monitoring for
managed ecosystems (agriculture, forestry, conservation, and environmental management). It isbeing devel oped for
application at national and regional scales, but it isalso part of alarger, global effort on improved natural resources
management. The LQI program is being developed in response to the United Nations Conference on Environment and
Development, and it fits with Agenda 21 expectations as well those of the Convention to Combat Desertification.

Agricultural cropland, including agroforestry aswell as forested lands, range, and pasture lands, is under increasing
pressure because of population migrationsto marginal land areas and agricultural intensification on existing cultivated
lands. Sustainable land use intensification requires the maintenance or enhancement of the productive potential of the
land resources. Increases in food supplies must come from agricultural intensification rather than expansion, but this
must be done without degrading the land resource on which production depends. The questions are how this should be
achieved and how to monitor progress towards this objective in the different agroecol ogical regions of developing
countries? LQls are tools to help us along the way.

In general, but particularly in developing countries, it is essential that scarce resources devoted to land management be
used more cost-efficiently and that policymakers have at least rough indicators of whether environmental conditions and
land quality are getting better or worse. Land quality indicators such as nutrient balance, loss of organic matter, land use
intensity and diversity, and land cover are useful to task managers and decisionmakers to monitor and improve the
performance of projects with respect to their socioeconomic and environmental impacts and to assess the trend toward
or away from land-use sustainability.

While routine project performance indicators based on cost-benefit analyses (input-output factors, risk and economic
performance indicators) are hecessary to monitor the activities and components of a project, LQIs are required to
evaluate the environmental impact(s). The auantitative
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assessment of physical impacts, such as depletion of soil nutrients, loss of organic matter, soil erosion, water
contamination, and so forth may appear to be costly and cumbersome during project implementation, but the long-term
negative impact of reduced land quality, such as decreased efficiency of fertilizers, increased erosion, increased fuel
consumption, increased pest infestation (nematodes, and so on), often result in rehabilitation costs that are much higher.
The LQI approach focuses on preventive maintenance rather than rehabilitation and provides the methodology and
approach to integrate the socioeconomic and biophysical information required for better-informed sustainable land
UNREGi&siageie sratearetON OF HTML TO PDF CONVERTER By THETA-SOFTWARE

The development of LQIsfollowsalogica framework, providing information not only on the state of the resources, but
also on the underlying causes (or "pressure’) as well as the response of society to the state and pressure exerted on the
land resources. Because of the nature and complexity of land issues, the LQI program recommends addressing issues of
land management by agroecological zones (Resource Management Domains4 or "Terroirs'). This new approach puts
the focus on evaluating impacts of human interventions on specific landscapes rather than emphasizing only biophysical
variables, as was the case in the past. At the sametime, this spatial stratification favorsincorporating farmer and other
local knowledge into the overall process of improved agricultural and environmental land management.

A research strategy for the Land Quality Program was devel oped during atwo-day research planning meeting in
Washington, D.C. in 1996, sponsored by the World Bank. A panel of internationally acclaimed scientists and
administrators established objectives and priorities for the research, defined strategic alliances to be devel oped with
ongoing national and international programs, and identified potential sources of funding. They also reached agreement
on acore set of strategic land quality indicators.

Core LQIsfor managed ecosystems (agriculture and forestry) in the major agroecol ogical zones (AEZs) of tropical,
subtropical, and temperate environments recommended for devel opment in the short term include:

Nutrient balance. Describes nutrient stocks and flows as related to different land management systems used by
farmersin specific AEZs and specific countries.

Yield trends and yield gaps. Describes current yields, yield trends, and actual :potential farmlevel yieldsfor the
major food cropsin different countries.

Land use intensity. Describes the impacts of agricultural intensification on land quality. Intensification may involve
increased cropping, more value-added production, and increased amounts and frequency of inputs; emphasisison
management practices adopted by farmersin the transition to intensification.

Land use diversity (agrodiversity). Describes the degree of diversification of production systems over the
landscape, including livestock and agroforestry systems; reflects the degree of flexibility (and resilience) of
regional farming systems and their capacity to absorb shocks and respond to opportunities.

Land cover. Describes the extent, duration, and timing of vegetative cover on the land during major erosive periods
of theyear. Land cover isasurrogate for erosion, and along with land use intensity and diversity, it will offer
increased understanding on issues of desertification.

A second set of core LQIswere recommended for longer-term research. These are indicators that require further
development of their theoretical base or lack adequate data for immediate development.5 They include:

4 The following definition of Resource Management Domains was developed at an international workshop held
in Kuala Lumpur, August 2125,1996: "A Resource Management Domain is a spatial (landscape) unit for
identification and application of resource management options to address specific issues. It is derived from geo-
referenced biophysical and socioeconomic information, and it is dynamic and multiscale in that it reflects human
interventionsin the landscape”.

5 Only general indicator themes (rather than specific indicators) have been identified so far, along with some
preliminarv criteria.
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Soil quality. Likely to be based on soil organic matter turnover, particularly the dynamic (microbiological) carbon
pool most affected by environmental conditions and land use change.

Land degradation (erosion, salinization, compaction, organic matter 10ss). These processes have been much
researched and have a strong scientific base, but reliable data on extent and impacts are often lacking.

Agrobiodiversity. Involves objectives of managing natural habitats and the coexistence of native speciesin
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crop and ani uction.

Four additional sets of core LQIswere identified, but these were recommended to be devel oped through collaboration
with the respective authoritative disciplines:

Water quality

Forest land quality

Rangeland quality

Land contamination/pollution.

The above are the biophysical components of sustainable land management. Although useful in their own right, they
must still be complemented with indicators of the other pillars of sustainable land management: economic viability,
system resilience, and social equity and acceptability. Considerable additional work isrequired to develop these pillars
to the samelevel of detail asthe land aualitv (biophvsical) indicators.
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Appendix 2
Applications of Indicatorsfor Rural Development Projects

Indicators may be used for ex-ante or ex-post analysis of the sustainability of land management practices, monitoring
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Indicators may be used for ex-ante analysis; for example, in project planning. The impact of new land management
practices on land quality and the sustainability of land-use systems can be predicted and compared with the effects
of current land-use systems. Baseline data on the project region and research results are required for this purpose.

Indicators may al so be used for ex-post analysis; for example, in project evaluation. Two or more data sets, at the
beginning and the end of the intervention, are compared.

Indicators may be used to monitor the performance of new land management practices or the impact of projects,
innovative programs, and agricultural policies supporting sustainable land use. Time series of data are needed for
this purpose. An estimate of the time required to prove enhancement of sustainability is necessary prior to data
collection. If it isunlikely that this can be achieved before the expiration of the project, precautions must to be
taken to ensure that the counterpart organizationswill pursue the necessary activities.

The indicators for ex-ante or ex-post analysis do not have to be identical to those used for monitoring after the project
terminates. In thefirst case, available information is alimiting factor, whereas additional information can be generated
for monitoring. Thus the indicators can be improved step by step.

Use and Users of Indicators

Indicators provide assistance in decisionmaking for farmers/pastoralists, project planners’ managers or political
decisionmakers. Repeated collection and processing of datais costly and therefore only justified if theinformation is
relevant for decisionmaking processes. Even data of excellent quality isirrelevant if thereis neither the interest nor the
capacity to make use of them in decisionmaking. Involvement of usersin defining indicators and monitoring changes
increases their interest in using indicators. Indicators are used either for baseline studies (for example, project feasibility
studies or evaluations) or for trend anal vses undertaken durina monitorina or impact assessment.
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Scalesor Levels

Land-use decisions are made on different levels: farm, community, district (corresponding to project or region),
national, and international. Farmers/pastoralists are the main decisionmakers, asit isthey who decide whether or not
innovationswill be applied. Information derived from long-term monitoring of benchmark sites assists land usersin
deciding whether or not to adopt innovative land management technologies. Rural development projects operate mostly
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under certain cropping systems.

Agricultural policies and programs such as soil conservation programs, fertilizer subsidies, or controlled input supply
areformulated at the national level. However, national policies are being increasingly framed and somewhat controlled
by international negotiations, as defined by agreements on trade, conventions, and treaties. Also, central governments
are gradually decentralizing control because of fiscal and other constraints, and this process of decentralization must be
considered in developing indicators for practical application. Thistrend is also reflected in the tendency of bilateral
donorsto withdraw from central government institutions and strengthen local institutions.

Costs of Evaluation

Even when indicators are available, they are often not applied due to the disproportional costs and efforts of
monitoring, processing, evaluating, and utilizing the information. When defining indicators and appropriate assessment
methods, the costs for the required well-trained staff, transport, equipment laboratory, and data-processing facilities are
often neglected or underestimated. These costs can be substantial, and it isimportant to ensure that counterpart
organizations will be able to continue monitoring even after the project terminates. Therefore relevant, easy-to-handle
indicators and cost-efficient monitoring and eval uation methods (such as participation of farmers/pastoralists) are
needed.

Form of Indicators (Reliability of Data)

Quantitative indicators are preferred as they are perceived to be simple, clear, accurate, and valid. However, reliable
quantitative data are rare in most devel oping countries. Sampling, handling, analysis, and interpretation may be biased
due to inexperienced or poorly trained personal and lack of appropriate equipment and materials. Data collection only
makes sense if acertain quality is guaranteed.

Qualitative indicators have the advantage of providing richness and intuitive understanding that numerical data cannot
convey. But this assessment may be even more demanding than that of quantitative indicators. In addition, qualitative
indicators are more difficult to present, and therefore may appear |ess accurate than quantitative data.

TimeFrame

While the collection of baseline data requires surveys of alimited duration, the monitoring of soil quality or the extent
of soil erosion requires continuous observation, analysis, and data processing. Thus monitoring is costly.

The ecological and socioeconomic sustainability of new management technologies can be proven only after aperiod of
at least ten years, which is often after the expiration of the development project. Thus monitoring or impact assessment
methods need to be tailored to allow counterpart organizations to continue even without the technical and financial
assistance of the project. The sameistruein regard to data storage. Data needs to be stored in away that allows access
and use for orolonaed periods for other interested institutions or donor aoencies nlannina new devel ooment proiects.
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Focus on Community Level

Monitoring land degradation or the impact of improved land management practices can be donelocally; for example, on
reference fields or farms. Participatory land-use planning and technology devel opment requires the use of local
knowledge for monitoring and the participation of land users' data collection.

Indicators based on local knowledge may differ from region to region, dependin on the environment, farming systems,

UN R E GéhdIteaBR frdns\MEohRssdGeht] ¢ bé difficuliPio Eofd (EFé;%)yeﬂf hildifiérentegionsAbuta aggregation
fromlocal or regional levelsto national or international Ievels may become complicated or impossibleto evaluate. Data
aggregation requires standardized information and often does not consider local peculiarities and knowledge.

Agricultureis unlike other resource-based industriesin that it is made up of millions of smallscal e entrepreneurs who
make individual decisions on the management of their (natural) resources and investment of their capital. Although the
land-use decisions of any individual farmer may seem to beinsignificant, these decisions are repeated over and over
again in the landscape and collectively can achieve major regional and even globalsignificance. Agriculture is often cited
as part of the environmental problem, and it is recognized that agricultural land-use systems are often significant
contributorsto nonpoint pollution and environmental dearadation.
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