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PREFACE
This Deliverable reports on the implementation and results of the participatory tasks of the
PRACTICE Integrated Assessment Protocol – IAPro – in the PRACTICE LTEM sites. It integrates
the work performed by the LTEMs partners for the participatory evaluation of prevention
and restoration actions to combat desertification.
A preliminary version of the results reported in this document were presented and discussed
in the Second Participatory Assessment and Knowledge Transfer Workshop, held in Askham,
Mier, South Africa, in June 2012, and further completed after the workshop, incorporating
the knowledge and training gained from the workshop discussions and demonstration
sessions.
This Deliverable completes the first report provided by Deliverable D3.2(1) Participatory
Assessment Report1 (which compiled the results from the first participatory steps of IAPro)
and summarizes the results of the entire participatory assessment process implemented and
tested in the LTEM sites. The IAPro participatory assessment tools and methods have been
tested in all PRACTICE LTEM sites1, and therefore across a wide range of socio‐environmental
conditions and for a large variety of management actions and stakeholder platforms.
The report presents a brief description of the structure of PRACTICE Participatory
Assessment Protocol (See D2.3 IAPro, Integrated Assessment protocol, for details) and
summaries of the main results obtained for each participatory step in the various LTEM sites
and across sites.

1

Due to local constraints for the organization of workshops and collective exercises with the various
stakeholder categories, the Israeli and Chinese LTEM sites tested only two participatory steps (steps 1 and 2)
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1.

Participatory assessment in PRACTICE IAPro

The PRACTICE Integrated Assessment protocol, IAPro, responses to the need for
participatory assessment methods that focus on the evaluation of practices to combat
desertification; facilitate the exchange of knowledge and experiences; and integrate the
human and social dimensions of land degradation, and therefore of land management and
restoration.
The evaluation of the outcomes of management practices depends on tradeoffs between
criteria, individual stakeholder perspectives and interests, as well as dynamic socio‐
environmental contexts. Building on this idea, IAPro evaluation method assumes that the
assessment of management actions improves and the probability of adoption of good
practices increases by linking scientific and local knowledge, accurate data and stakeholder
perspectives through participatory approaches. IAPro provides guidance on how to engage a
comprehensive and representative set of stakeholders interested in actions to combat
desertification. It provides a means to capture baseline stakeholder perspectives on
management actions and assessment indicators, and then facilitates knowledge exchange
and social learning among stakeholders, including scientists. IAPro concludes by providing
the stakeholders an opportunity to refine their initial perspectives based on what they learn
from each other, when actual data collected for each indicator are integrated, shared and
discussed.
IAPro is structured as a sequence of steps that offers a path for knowledge exchange among
the variety of stakeholders and between scientists and stakeholders. Some of the modules
are full participatory activities (Steps 1 to 3 and 6‐7), while Steps 4 and 5 represent scientific
and technical work to be performed by the local assessment team (Fig. 1).
IAPro begins with the identification and engagement of the site‐specific stakeholder
platform, SHP (Step 1). The participatory path for the assessment of management actions
involves two main phases. The first phase (Step 2 and first part of Step 3) establishes the
baseline stakeholder perspectives on (i) the actions, (ii) the site‐specific assessment criteria
(indicators), and (iii) the relative importance of the various indicators. This produces a
baseline measurement of the stakeholders’ assessment at the level of each individual (prior
to interaction and discussion). The second phase (second part of Step 3 and Step 6) provides
learning opportunities, capturing the changes in stakeholder perspectives after interaction
and discussion, and produces a collective integrated evaluation (across the entire multi‐
stakeholder platform) of both the assessment criteria and the management actions. The
final step of the protocol (Step 7) focuses on participatory activities to disseminate what was
learned from the evaluation process.
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Figure 1. IAPro structure. Flowchart of the protocol steps.

The following steps in IAPro offer particular opportunities for knowledge exchange and
learning:
‐ Step 3 provides the opportunity for stakeholders to review and discuss the indicators
selected and their weights (first provided by individual stakeholders and then integrated
across the entire multi‐stakeholder platform).
‐ Step 6 provides the opportunity for stakeholders to review and discuss the evaluation of
the target actions (after visualizing the actions through the criteria they have identified as
important and seeing how the mitigation/restoration actions rank relative to each other).
‐ Step 7 provides the opportunity for stakeholders to further promote social learning within
and outside the site‐specific stakeholder platform by sharing their perspectives and what
was learned with the worldwide community.
In addition, Steps 3 to 5 provide opportunities for stakeholders to learn from science‐based
information. Step 3 introduces to the stakeholders the common indicators, which are
science‐based indicators selected by the PRACTICE expert panel, and Steps 4 and 5 provide
the data for the selected assessment indicators (both general and site‐specific) and the
assessment results for each of the target actions according to these data.
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2.

Stakeholder platform identification and engagement

2.1.

Methods

Stakeholder identification and engagement (Step 1) aims to identify and involve a
comprehensive and representative set of stakeholders who can contribute to the evaluation
process. One Multi‐Stakeholder Platform (MSP) was identified for each LTEM site in
PRACTICE.
It is essential not to assume a priori knowledge of all stakeholders. Therefore, the
stakeholder identification method used is a form of “chain referral” where initial key
respondents (potential stakeholders) were interviewed to obtain information (characteristics
of themselves and those they may represent) and referrals of other potential stakeholders
(Fig. 2). Each round of referrals leads to more potential stakeholders (and even categories of
stakeholders); more iteration can reduce bias and increase the chances of more
comprehensive and representative identification of stakeholders. The process was finished
when the referrals were (as much as feasible) starting to become duplicative.

Figure 2. Schematic outline of the chain referral process.
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Step 1 in IAPro consists of three main elements: free and informed consent (for stakeholder
participation in all information gathering/recording aspects of the process), semi‐structured
interviews for assessing, and eventually engaging, potential stakeholder as part of each site‐
specific multi‐stakeholder platform (MSP), and contact data.
IAPro used an informal but guided approach to discussion with potential stakeholders.
Specifically, a semi‐structured, semi‐directed interview approach was used, where the
interview “instrument” was a guide of discussion topics and not a rigid questionnaire.
Factsheets on the local (and global) assessment effort and goals, together with factsheets,
maps, and pictures on the actions to be evaluated were distributed to the stakeholders.
The process of stakeholder identification and engagement addressed gender and ethical
issues in agreement with basic international and European guidelines. The interviewer made
sure the respondent was fully informed about the assessment goals, as well as the
assessment team commitment to protect confidentiality and privacy (and how). Emphasis
was placed on the voluntary nature of participation, and the interviewer asked for consent
to participate prior to beginning the discussion. The participation of women in the multi‐
stakeholder platforms was fostered when necessary, and special care was taken to assure
that women perspectives were captured by the participatory assessment process.
To protect the confidentiality and privacy of participants as much as possible, stakeholders’
names and field notes were kept separate. A separate document assigned a unique number
to the SH name and contact information. This document was kept separate from all other
information, and used only if need to further contact the SH. The SH number was the only
identification code used on all notes or transcriptions.
2.2.

Results

In total, 485 stakeholders have been involved in PRACTICE assessment activities. The most
important category (regarding the number of SHs included) was “farmers‐breeders‐
ranchers”, followed by “governmental agency experts” (Fig. 3). Other common categories of
SHs were local and regional Administration representatives and authorities, researchers,
land managers, environmental NGO’s, and local companies, among others. The number of
stakeholders (SHs) identified and engaged in each site was high, ranging from 24 to 48 SHs2
(average number: 34 SHs), and the platforms were generally very diverse, ranging from 3 to
14 categories (average number: 7 categories).

2

MSP in Israel LTEM was limited to researchers, governmental experts and land managers, with a total number
of 8 SHs
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Figure 3. Distribution of SH per category (Pooled data from all LTEM sites)

Figure 4 shows the variety of SH platforms after pooling the various categories into six main
classes. In general, the MSP in the European LTEM sites were the most diverse. These sites
represent common socioeconomic conditions in southern Europe, where most of the
economic wealth of local people does not directly depend on natural resources; natural
areas are managed by the Forest Administration and mostly used for recreational activities,
including hunting, and marginal exploitation of a variety of goods. Governmental authorities,
experts and land managers are therefore the most abundant SHs in these MSPs, followed by
land owners/users such as breeders, farmers, and hunters. Environmental NGOs are also
present in these platforms, as well as a variety of local industries and companies.
The land owner/user category dominates the MSPs in African, American, and Chinese LTEM
sites, reflecting the strength of the direct link between local economy and natural resources.
Thus, for example, out of a total number of 30 SHs in Mier (South Africa), 25 SHs are farmers.
Similarly, 32 of a total number of 39 SHs in El Sauce (Chile) are farmers or ranchers. These
SHs are directly involved in (or affected by) the actions being evaluated. Governmental
authorities, agencies and land managers are also important categories of these platforms, as
they also are key decision‐makers in these areas.
The relative importance of researchers in each MSP in part reflected the degree of
involvement of the LTEM sites in research programs.
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Agost (ES)

Albatera (ES)

Ayora (ES)

Castro Verde (PT)

Pula (IT)

Lagadas (GR)

Mier (ZA)

Molopo (ZA)

Ouled Dlim (MA)

Cañas/Sauce (CL)

El Castañon (MX)

El Salado (MX)

El Sauce (CL)

Yattir/Migda (IL)

Changling (CN)

Administration/Government authorities, agencies and land managers
Land owners/users
NGOs
Researchers and educators
Local companies
Other experts

Figure 4. Composition of the multi‐stakeholder platforms in the various PRACTICE LTEM sites
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3.

Baseline evaluation of the actions and indicator selection

3.1.

Methods

Baseline evaluation of actions and indicator selection aims to capture the baseline
stakeholder perspectives on (1) the management and restoration actions applied to combat
desertification (including no‐action control areas, if appropriate), and (2) the site‐specific
indicators for the assessment of these and other potential actions.
Step 2 implementation provided two crucial elements for participatory assessment and
social learning. On the one hand, it captured and made explicit the individual stakeholder
baseline perspectives on the actions (general assessment; positive aspects; negative
aspects), which was later contrasted with monitoring data and other stakeholders’
perspectives, leading eventually to the production of new knowledge and learning. On the
other hand, Step 2 provided stakeholders a first opportunity within the assessment process
for participating in the definition of the assessment method itself, by proposing site‐specific
indicators that are relevant for the local assessment of management actions to combat
desertification. Step 2 therefore offered the first opportunity for incorporating local
knowledge into the assessment.
Like Step 1, Step 2 was implemented through individual semi‐structured interviews. To
ensure continuity and a very basic capacity to measure change in knowledge and
perceptions between this step (which is the baseline) and further steps in the assessment
process (after a number of opportunities for social learning), Step 2 included some questions
in which the stakeholder rated their response on a Likert scale. Thus, for example, the
interviewer asked the stakeholder to rate his/her general opinion on each action using a
scale of 1 to 5; where 1 is “very bad choice” and 5 is “excellent choice”. These scales were
adapted locally to accommodate cultural and linguistic differences and facilitate their
understanding by the local MSP.
The second main outcome from Step 2 is a list of local‐knowledge based indicators for the
assessment of actions to combat desertification. To capture the individual stakeholder
baseline perspectives on assessment indicators, the Step 2 interview followed two
approaches: (a) from the responses to previous questions on the actions, the interviewer
extracted the indicators implicitly considered by the stakeholder for his/her appraisal of the
positive and negative outcomes of each action, and then asked for confirmation, and (b) the
interviewer directly asked the stakeholder about potential assessment criteria and
indicators. The word “sign” (and its equivalent in local languages) was used as an
appropriate term for the concept of indicator in many sites, as it was easier to understand
for local people than the word “indicator”.
The result from this process is a list of potential indicators from each individual stakeholder.
These indicators were then pooled and integrated (removing redundancies, pooling
equivalent indicators, etc.), and a single, consolidated list of local‐knowledge based
indicators was produced for each site and MSP. Few common assessment criteria selected
by PRACTICE team to be considered in all LTEM sites (income, landscape and cultural
11
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heritage, biodiversity, provision of goods, water and soil conservation, and carbon
sequestration) were added to each MSP indicator list if they had not been suggested by the
stakeholders. This was done in very few cases, as most local MSP suggested indicators that
covered all the above‐mentioned common criteria.
3.2.

Results

In total, around 50 indicators have been proposed by PRACTICE MSPs, ranging from 6 to 14
indicators proposed by each of the platforms. Table 1 shows the whole set of proposed
indicators, which represent the main social, economic, cultural, and environmental aspects
considered to be important by the local stakeholders for the assessment of management
actions.
Table 1. Indicators proposed by PRACTICE MSPs (pooled across sites and grouped into major
categories of ecosystem services, economic wealth and security)
Economic wealth
Income/Family wealth
Employment
Cost of action
Cost of management
Economic inputs needed
Financial aid
Infrastructure inputs needed
Support by Administration and authorities
Water impute needed
Security / uncertainty
Level of sustainability
Flood prevention
Hydrogeological risk
Fire risk
Risks
Socio‐cultural
Cultural value
Aesthetic value
Recreational and tourist use
Land conflict mitigation / Agreement level
Personal well‐being
Learning, valuation and empowerment
Degree of involvement of local communities
Biodiversity
Number of plant species
Diversity of flora and fauna

Provision of goods
Productivity; productivity value
Timber production and firewood
Grazing capacity
Forage Production
Cereal production
Animal condition
Milk/Meat quality
Abundance of wild fauna and game
Abundance of protected key species
Amount of shrubs (encroachment)
Effectiveness of bush control
Regulating and supporting services
Water conservation
Aquifer recharge
Soil and water conservation
Soil erosion
Soil quality
Soil organic carbon
Soil (surface) condition
Soil fertility
Soil acidity
Soil multi‐functionality
Plant cover
Biomass/C sequestration
Grass abundance
Forest health / pest control
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Many of the indicators were proposed by many of the MSPs, stressing their potential as
universal assessment criteria across drylands. Often, these repeatedly proposed indicators
included the common indicators proposed by PRACTICE experts. For example, although
using different terms, soil erosion/conservation, amount of goods produced, and plant
biomass were proposed by almost all MSPs. Conversely, some of the indicators were very
much site‐specific, yet applicable to a large variety of drylands. For example, the degree of
shrub encroachment (expressed as amount of shrubs and effectiveness of bush control) was
proposed only by South African MSPs, reflecting the particular degradation problem faced by
the South African savannah LTEM sites. However, this criterion can also be of great interest
for many other dryland regions in the world.
The economic wealth criterion was represented by a variety of indicators, which depended
on the particular economical context of the management actions evaluated. Thus, for LTEM
sites where management actions were promoted and paid or subsidized by Governmental
agencies, the indicators selected by their MSP included the amount of financial aid/support
from the Administration, the level of employment, and the cost of the actions. For LTEM
sites where local owner/users were directly involved in the implementation and financing of
the actions, the economic indicators selected were the amount of inputs (water, extra
forage, infrastructure, etc.) needed to apply and maintain the management actions and the
direct income or family wealth gained from the actions.
The type of indicators that represented the socio‐cultural value of the actions also greatly
varied among the LTEM sites. While landscape aesthetic and recreational value were mostly
selected by European sites, LTEM sites in Africa and America where local communities
largely rely on natural resources proposed indicators such as the potential for education,
community empowerment and engagement, and for conflict mitigation.
Indicators that represent the provision of goods were rather site‐specific, in agreement with
main land uses in the LTEM sites. Grazing capacity, forage production and animal condition
were the most frequent indicators of this kind proposed by the various MSPs. The platforms
related to LTEM sites that are public lands or protected areas proposed indicators that
measure the potential of the target actions for contributing to activities such as honey
production, small game hunting, gathering of wild mushrooms, snails, etc. These site‐specific
indicators were described by the terms (general) productivity or productivity value.
Soil condition, quality and conservation were suggested by many MSPs. Depending on the
particular concerns of each MSP, emphasis was put on particular aspects of soil condition,
such as compaction, salinity, acidity, and fertility.
Plant biomass and plant cover also were suggested by many MSPs. Content analysis of the
interviews performed reveals that the criteria that were meant to be represented by these
indicators greatly varied among the stakeholders. Thus, depending on the specific MSP and
stakeholder, plant cover was viewed either as an indicator of soil protection, general
productivity of the land, or aesthetic value. Similarly, plant biomass represented
productivity, carbon sequestration, or both.
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4.

Indicator weighting

4.1.

Methods

Step 3 aims to establish both individual and integrated stakeholder perspectives on the
relative importance of the indicators selected in previous steps to assess the management
actions implemented in each LTEM site. Step 3 is designed to gather information on
stakeholder preferences on both the indicators suggested by different stakeholders and the
common indicators suggested by IAPro. Therefore, Step 3 represents an opportunity for
social learning and the integration of scientific and local knowledge. The stakeholder
preferences, once computed, are represented by a number or weight for each indicator, and
ultimately a hierarchy or order of importance for the group of indicators selected.
Step 3 was conducted with multiple stakeholders simultaneously, first as independent
thinkers generating their own baseline indicator weights, followed by the integrated
collective weighting. The local Multi‐Stakeholder platforms were split in various sub‐groups
of around 8‐15 stakeholders to facilitate discussion, social learning, and integration of
individual weights into collective values.
There are several approaches and methods available for weighting indicators and criteria.
IAPro includes a revised version of a procedure called the “Pack of Cards”, also known as
SIMOS procedure (Figueira and Roy, 2002). It is an exercise that uses a ‘card playing’ format
in which different criteria (indicators) are classified in different levels (also called subsets),
followed by the ranking of the subsets, with varying distance (blank cards) between subsets
according to the difference in their relative importance (Fig. 5). From this ranking exercise, a
set of simple calculations determines the weights for the various subsets of indicators.

Least important

From the interviewed point of view

Figure 5. Outline of the
arrangement of indicators (and
blank) cards during a weighting
exercise (up) and a real case
from the implementation of
Step 3 in Castro Verde, PT
(bottom).
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The simplicity and plasticity of the “Pack of Cards” method allowed the exercise to be carried
out by a large variety of stakeholder platforms, under a variety of cultural contexts (Fig. 6).

Figure 6. Examples of Step 3 implementation in Morocco (left), Spain (middle) and the Kalahari,
South Africa (right). Photo credit (from left to right): M. Mortaji, S. Bautista, and K. Kellner.

4.2.

Results

The outcome from Step 3 was a set of collective weights for the consolidated list of
indicators for each LTEM site. The collective weights were estimated as the average of the
weights given for each indicator by the individual stakeholders in the MSP.
Using a simple computation spreadsheet, the integrated results from the Pack of Cards
exercise were estimated during the meeting. The results were then hared with the SHs,
prompting discussion about them. Often, the discussion, and associated social learning, led
to some changes in the individual SH’s ranking of indicators cards. The final, post‐discussion
arrangement of cards was computed again and the final integrated results produced (Fig. 7)
were used in next IAPro steps.
Lagadas (Greece)

El Castañón (Mexico)

Figure 7. Examples of results from the indicator weighting exercise (Step 3): Lagadas and El Castañón
LTEMs. Average values and standard error from individual stakeholder weights.
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The weight values depend on both the relative importance given by the stakeholders and the
total number of indicators. Therefore, weights can be considered in absolute terms only for
within‐site comparisons; they were transformed into relative terms for comparisons across
sites (Fig. 8).
The relative importance given to the variety of indicators by each MSP was rather evenly
distributed among the economic wealth criterion and each of the main categories of
ecosystem services (provisioning, supporting & regulating, and cultural). In general, the
LTEM sites in Africa and America where local people economies heavily rely on natural lands
gave higher weights than European LTEM sites to “economic‐wealth”, “Provision of goods”,
and “supporting and regulating services” indicators. Socio‐cultural services were valued
higher in African (Morocco and South Africa) and South‐American (Chile) sites than in
European and North‐American (Mexico) sites. All European MSPs selected and gave great
importance to indicators that are related to security, such hydrogeological hazard, flood
prevention, and fire risk. The degree of uncertainty (“risks”) regarding the outcome of the
management actions was proposed by one African MSP (Molopo) as a relevant assessment
indicator (Fig. 8).

100

Supporting and regulating
services

Relative importance (%)

90
80

Provision of goods

70
60

Socio‐cultural services

50
40

Security / uncertainty

30
20

Economic wealth

10
0

Figure 8. Relative importance of assessment indicators per category and LTEM site (average values
from the various indicators grouped into each category). For simplicity, Biodiversity has been
included into Supporting and regulating services.

The weights elicited for each LTEM site were then incorporated into a Multi‐Criteria Decision
Analysis (MCDA) applied to the data obtained or collected for each indicator and action
assessed in the site (see Steps 4 and 5 in Fig. 1).
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5.

Collective and integrated evaluation of management actions

5.1.

Methods

Step 6 targets the integrated evaluation of the local actions to combat desertification,
supported by the results from the site‐specific MCDA performed in Step 5 and further
discussion about them. This Step represents the end of a process where the combination of
science and local knowledge, monitoring data and stakeholder perspectives converge into a
collective and integrated evaluation of the local management actions.
Step 6 has been conducted in the framework of ad hoc workshops in the respective LTEM
sites, including the participation of all or most of the stakeholders from the local MSP. Two
of these workshops (“First PRACTICE Participatory Assessment Workshop”, Castro Verde,
Portugal, May 2011 and “Second PRACTICE Participatory Assessment Workshop”, Askham
(Mier), South Africa, June 2012; See D3.3‐1 and D3.3‐2) were performed as demonstration
and harmonization workshops and included the participation of all PRACTICE partners.
Step 6 workshops included three main activities:
(1) Presentation to the SHs of summaries of (a) the indicator weighting exercise conducted in
Step 3, (b) the data gathered in Step 4, and (c) the MCDA results on the comparison of
actions (integrating weights from SHs and data). Simple graphical representations were used
to facilitate the understanding of MCDA results (Fig. 9).
(2) Debate on the results among the SHs (including researchers).
(4) Re‐evaluation of the actions by the SHs and discussion on the opportunities and
constraints for the adoption of the actions assessed. Following a similar approach than in
Step 2, this last activity included the use of Likert scales for the re‐evaluation of the actions,
facilitating the assessment and quantification of the social learning resulting from the
participatory process (Fig. 10).
Outranking results of the actions in the duneveld

The components for MCDA ranking

Grazing
management

Relative
weight of the
indicators

Ranking of
management
actions

Dune
stabilization

Values for
the indicators

Bush control

Revegetation
Direction of outranking
worse
better

Figure 9. Example of graphical representation used to present MCDA results (from Askham
workshop, South Africa).
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Figure 10. Stakeholders from Mier MSP participating in an action‐rating exercise during the re‐
evaluation of the actions in Step 6 (Photo credit: S. Bautista).

5.2.

Results

Three main outcomes resulted from Step 6, and thereby from the whole participatory
assessment process:
1. For each LTEM site, the target management actions were assessed and collectively
evaluated, providing valuable information on the positive and negative impacts of each
action on a wide variety of socio‐economic and biophysical attributes, and therefore
contributing to mitigate the limited availability of assessment data on actions to combat
desertification. A summary of the evaluation of these management actions in each site is
reported in Deliverable 3.5 (D3.5 Best practices to combat desertification. An overview)
2. A fully participatory method to land management assessment was tested and proven to
be useful to the local MSP, providing a participatory approach to the local communities
that might also be applicable to other decision‐making and assessment processes.
3. According to the quantitative and qualitative analyses of SH responses, feedbacks and
contributions during Step6 workshop, the participatory assessment process in IAPro
facilitated social learning among the stakeholders, including scientists, and promoted
knowledge exchange at multiple levels.
The change between the initial (baseline) and final (after the whole implementation of the
IAPro participatory assessment process) SH perspectives on the management actions was
considered to be a metric of the learning gained. Figure 11 shows an example of the baseline
and final rating of actions in one of the Spanish LTEM sites (Agost). In this case, the changes
in SH perspectives included higher rating values for reforestation actions on North‐facing
slopes and reforestation on South‐facing slopes with planting holes, and lower values for
reforestation on South‐facing slopes through subsoiling. These changes were in agreement
with the field assessment data presented and shared with the SHs. Also, there was a
18
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decrease in the variation of the SH rating of each action, which reflects the consensus
building process that took place during the discussion sessions.

Baseline evaluation

Stakeholders (%)
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40

30

20
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0
Reforestation on Nfacing slopes

Reforestation on S- Reforestation on SFinal
evaluation facing
facing
slopes
(planting holes)
slopes(subsoiling)

Alpha-grass steppe
(no action)

50
Very bad

Bad

Moderate

Good

Excelent

Stakeholders (%)
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20

10

0
Reforestation on N- Reforestation on S- Reforestation on Sfacing slopes
facing slopes (planting
facing
holes)
slopes(subsoiling)

Very bad

Bad

Moderate

Good

Alpha-grass steppe
(no action)

Excelent

Figure 11. Baseline (from Step 2) and final (from Step 6) stakeholder‐based evaluation of the target
management actions in Agost LTEM.
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6.

Broad dissemination

This step aims to promote dissemination of what was learned among stakeholders at each
site, and ultimately between sites and the larger desertification community through
Internet‐based tools.
In the framework of IAPro workshops with stakeholders, the local assessment team
encouraged participants to document (through words, photographs, video, maps, data, etc.)
their perspectives and discussions on the assessment indicators, the participatory evaluation
process, and the management actions assessed (what worked, what did not, and why). As a
result, a number of educational and dissemination materials (videos, slideshows, and
photographs) were produced in collaboration with the local stakeholders in the two
PRACTICE demonstration sites (Castro Verde in Portugal and Mier in South Africa), in Pula
(Italy), Agost and Ayora (Spain), El Salado y El Castañón (Mexico) and Lagadas (Greece), and
in San Simon, Arizona (USA), which joined PRACTICE LTEMs network during PRACTICE project
development.
These materials are expected to contribute to exchange and disseminate stakeholder and
research perspectives on actions to combat desertification and on participatory evaluation
methods. The materials are disseminated to the public at large by means of the PRACTICE
NetWeb (http://practice‐netweb.eu) (Fig. 12).

Castro Verde (Portugal)

San Simon (AZ, USA)

El Salado (Mexico)

Figure 12. Examples of dissemination videos on the LTEM sites, actions, and assessment method
prepared by PRACTICE LTEM teams in collaboration with local stakeholders. These dissemination
materials can be accessed through PRACTICE Netweb.
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7.

Conclusions

Sustainable management can benefit from participatory assessment methods that
incorporate the knowledge and perspectives of scientists and the stakeholder community.
PRACTICE participatory assessment, IAPro, facilitates knowledge exchange among
stakeholders and promotes social learning, and thereby increases the probability for
adoption of good practices. Methods such as IAPro that result in social learning also result in
engagement, a necessary precursor to collaborative decision making and collective action.
By promoting the identification and selection of assessment criteria by the stakeholders,
IAPro ensures a link between stakeholder perspectives and what is measured and create the
demand on the part of the stakeholder for accurate and representative data that are
relevant to their local realities and constraints.
PRACTICE IAPro has been successfully tested in 18 dryland sites distributed across eleven
countries, demonstrating its potential for the consistent but also adaptive assessment of a
large variety of management actions to combat desertification.
Dissemination of lessons learned among local communities, and among different sites and
the larger desertification community is crucial to further promote knowledge exchange and
learning. PRACTICE Netweb (http://practice‐netweb.eu/) is a place where people involved in
or affected by actions to combat desertification/land degradation can connect, share their
stories and learn from each other.
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