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1. Introduction 
Sustainable and resilient landscapes are central to 
achieving global climate, biodiversity, and 
developmental goals. However, many landscapes 
across the Global South face accelerating 
pressures, including land degradation, 
deforestation, water scarcity, biodiversity loss, and 
climate-induced shocks, which undermine 
ecosystem services and local livelihoods (Ellis et al. 
2013; Steffen et al. 2011). These challenges are 
further compounded by fragmented land-use 
governance, limited public budgets, insufficient 
private capital, and the lack of long-term financing 
mechanisms to support integrated landscape 
management (Shames and Scherr 2020). 
Simultaneously, national governments and 
development partners increasingly recognize they 
must not pursue climate mitigation, climate 
adaptation, food security, biodiversity conservation, 
and livelihood improvement in isolation. Traditional 
sectoral approaches to agriculture, forestry, 
and conservation often fail to address the 
interconnected nature of ecosystems and human 
activities, leading to fragmented outcomes and 
inefficiencies (Scherr et al. 2013). Multifunctional 
landscape approaches provide a system-based 
framework for aligning these objectives (Lovell and 
Johnston 2008). However, despite the growing 
consensus on their importance, funding for 
landscape-scale interventions remains inadequate, 
short-term, and poorly coordinated. Unlocking 
investment at scale requires an understanding of 
financing gaps, institutional constraints, and policy 
and market conditions that can attract diverse forms 
of capital (Shames and Scherr n.d.). 
Multifunctional landscapes are geographic areas 
where ecological, productive, and social functions are 
managed in an integrated manner to deliver multiple 
benefits. These benefits include food and fiber 
production, carbon sequestration, biodiversity 
conservation, watershed protection, climate resilience, 
and improved livelihood. Unlike sector-based 
interventions, multifunctional landscape approaches 
emphasize spatial integration, cross-sectoral 
coordination, and multi-stakeholder governance, 
thereby enabling more resilient 
and equitable resource management systems. By 
recognizing the interdependence of natural 
ecosystems, agricultural systems, and human 
communities, multifunctional landscapes provide a 
platform for designing investments that deliver co-
benefits across climate, environmental, and 
developmental outcomes (Lovell and Johnston 
2008, Mander et al. 2007, Otte et al. 2007). 
Effective landscape management requires 
predictable, long-term financing to support activities  
 
 

 
 
such as restoration, climate-smart and regenerative 
agriculture, ecosystem conservation, 

 
sustainable forestry, water resource management, and 
community stewardship (Shames et al. 2014). 
However, financing flows for nature and landscape 
interventions remain insufficient, fragmented, and 
heavily reliant on short-term projects (Shames and 
Scherr n.d.). Sustainable financing mechanisms, 
ranging from public expenditure tools and 
fiscal incentives to market-based instruments, carbon 
markets, blended finance structures, and community-
driven financing, are essential for mobilizing resources 
at scale. They help reduce investment risks, attract 
private capital, support community participation, and 
align national policies with global climate and 
biodiversity commitments. Without robust financing 
frameworks, the transformative potential of 
multifunctional landscapes cannot be realized. 
This report endeavors to deliver an evaluation of 
sustainable financing mechanisms for 
multifunctional landscapes, with the objective to 
analyze the existing financing gaps, barriers, and 
challenges that constrain investment in integrated 
landscape management. This study offers a 
structured typology of sustainable financing 
mechanisms, encompassing public, private, 
donor, market-based, community-based, and risk-
mitigation instruments. It 
aims to document global and regional case 
studies from Africa, Asia, and Latin America 
that exemplify innovative financing models 
and provide practical insights. Furthermore, it 
seeks to evaluate the enabling conditions 
and institutional arrangements that fortify the 
financial ecosystem for landscape investments. 
Additionally, the report identifies emerging trends 
and innovations that can support scalable, long-term 
financing pathways for nature, climate, and 
livelihoods. 
The report is organized into five interconnected 
sections aimed at supporting policymakers, 
practitioners, and investors. The next section 
defines multifunctional landscapes, articulates the 
rationale for integrated financing, and situates 
landscape finance within the global climate and 
biodiversity agendas. This section is followed by 
a discussion on gaps and barriers in financing. 
The section explores structural constraints, 
including institutional fragmentation, risk 
perceptions, information asymmetries, and policy 
challenges, that 
impede investment. The fourth section provides a 
comprehensive classification of sustainable 
financing instruments and presents empirical 
examples from Africa, Asia, and Latin America. The 
last section deals with enabling environment and 
innovations. It provides a guideline towards the 
policy, regulatory, governance, MRV 
(Measurement, Reporting, and Verification), and 
safeguard systems necessary to facilitate large-
scale finance, alongside emerging innovations. 
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2. Conceptual and 
Analytical Framework 
Sustainable financing mechanisms refer to the 
institutional, policy, and market arrangements that 
mobilize, allocate, and manage financial resources to 
achieve long-term environmental, social, 
and economic goals. Sustainable financing for 
landscape management comprises funding flows and 
instruments that i) internalize externalities by 
compensating providers of ecosystem services; 
Ii) are structured to be scalable and sustainable in 
the long term; and iii) align incentives with desired 
ecological and social outcomes (Reed et al. 2022). 
This definition builds on payment for 
ecosystem services (PES) logic while encompassing 
diverse market, public, and blended instruments that 
match finance type to project conditions and objectives 
(Reed et al. 2022, Guo et al. 2018). 

The framework for Sustainable financing for landscape 
management has five interconnected components 
(Figure 1). Sustainable financing mechanisms function 
as corrective instruments that make conservation and 
sustainable management economically rational for land 
managers. The theoretical foundation to the financing 
mechanisms includes the internalization of the 
externalities, lowering transaction costs and de-risking 
the dynamic systems. Enabling conditions for 
sustainable finance in landscape management include 
several key factors that support the mobilization and 
effective use of finance in landscape management that 
balances ecological integrity with social and economic 
resilience. 

Firstly, good governance is vital, encompassing 
transparent, inclusive, and accountable institutions 
that can manage financial resources and coordinate 
among stakeholders while ensuring adherence to 
sustainability goals (Keesstra et 
al. 2024). Governance structures must foster 
collaboration across sectors and scales to enable 
landscape-level planning and decision-making that 
integrates environmental, social, and economic 
objectives (Plieninger et al. 2020). Secondly, enabling 
policies and regulatory frameworks are critical to 
provide clarity, stability, and incentives for 
investments targeting sustainable land use and 
ecosystem services. These frameworks reduce 
uncertainties and risks for investors, supporting 
long-term commitment and innovation in financing 
mechanisms for sustainable land management 
(Fu et al. 2024). Thirdly, social acceptance and 
stakeholder engagement are fundamental. 
Inclusive approaches that actively involve local 
communities, landowners, businesses, and civil 
society build trust, ensure alignment of interests, and 
increase the likelihood of sustainable finance 
adoption and landscape stewardship (Plieninger et 
al. 2020, Marques et al. 2016). Fourthly, viable 
economic conditions and financial viability play an 
enabling role. Sustainable financing mechanisms 
must demonstrate economic returns or co-benefits 
that appeal to investors and project developers. 
This often involves designing innovative financial 
products such as green bonds, sustainability-linked 
loans, or ecosystem service markets to mobilize 
capital efficiently (Kuteesa et al. 2024). Finally, 
capacity building and knowledge sharing facilitate 
the understanding of sustainable finance 
opportunities and risks, improving project 
preparation, evaluation, and monitoring at the 
landscape scale (Keesstra et al. 2024). 

 

 
Figure 1. Conceptual framework to understand and implement sustainable finance for landscape management. 
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Governance structures influence stakeholder 
collaboration in sustainable financing for landscape 
management by creating inclusive, participatory 
frameworks that engage diverse actors such as public 
institutions, investors, and communities. 
These structures foster multi-sector partnerships, align 
interests, and manage power dynamics 
and conflicts, enabling equitable and innovative 
financing solutions. Polycentric governance allows 
flexible, context-specific approaches tailored to local 
needs, enhancing effectiveness and local autonomy. 
Good governance also ensures transparency and 
accountability, building investor confidence and 
supporting coherent financial and regulatory 
mechanisms. Overall, governance facilitates 
coordinated, trusted collaboration essential for 
mobilizing and managing sustainable finance in 
landscape management (Macdonald et al. 2017, 
Hedden-Dunkhorst and Schmitt 2020, Nonet et al. 
2022, Hovardas 2021, Conrad et al. 2018). 

Financing mechanisms for sustainable landscape 
management encompass a range of public, private, 
blended, and risk-covering approaches to mobilize and 
allocate capital effectively (Louman et al. 2020). Public 
financing typically includes government budgets, 
grants, subsidies, and development aid aimed at 
supporting environmental and social outcomes. Private 
financing involves investments from commercial banks, 
impact investors, green bonds, and corporate social 
responsibility funds seeking financial returns alongside 
sustainability benefits. Blended finance combines 
public and private capital, leveraging public funds to 
reduce risks and attract larger private investments, 
thus enhancing scale and impact. Risk-covering 
mechanisms, such as insurance products, guarantees, 
and credit enhancements, address financial 
uncertainties and mitigate investment risks, making 
sustainable landscape projects more bankable and 
appealing to investors. Together, these mechanisms 
provide a diversified toolkit 
to finance complex, multi-stakeholder landscape 
initiatives that balance ecological, social, and 
economic objectives (Reed et al. 2022). 

However, the last component related to measuring 
outcomes related to financing landscapes emphasize 
the use of comprehensive, data-driven approaches 
that integrate environmental, social, and financial 
metrics to evaluate sustainability impacts and financial 
performance effectively. A fundamental practice 
involves collecting robust quantitative and qualitative 
data from diverse sources, including environmental 
monitoring, economic indicators, and stakeholder 
feedback, 
to capture the multifaceted effects of financed projects 
(Bentley and Halim 2024). Employing advanced 
analytics such as machine learning and predictive 
modeling enhances risk assessment and investment 
optimization, allowing stakeholders to understand long-
term viability and potential 
 

impacts more accurately (Adeoye et al. 2024). 
Additionally, impact measurement tools track key 
sustainability indicators, such as carbon emission 
reductions, energy efficiency improvements, and 
social benefits like job creation, thus aligning financial 
objectives with environmental and social goals 
(Adeoye et al. 2024). Multi-dimensional frameworks 
that include financial returns, ecological preservation, 
and community well-being are critical to 
comprehensively assess outcomes. 
Transparency, ongoing monitoring, and adaptive 
management are also best practices, enabling 
dynamic responses to emerging challenges and 
promoting accountability among stakeholders 
(Sreenu 2024). Collectively, these practices support 
data-driven decision-making that enhances the 
effectiveness, scalability, and sustainability of 
financing in landscape management. 

 

 
3. Financing 
Challenges for 
Integrated Landscape 
Management 
3.1 Financing Gaps for Integrated 
Landscape Management 

The Landscape Finance Lab (2025) estimates that 
USD 200 billion is needed annually by 2030 to meet 
biodiversity restoration targets under Kunming-
Montreal Global Bioversity Framework. This gap 
underscores a major underinvestment in the natural 
capital that underpins food security, climate resilience, 
and sustainable livelihoods. While private investment 
into nature is growing, it is largely 
an untapped opportunity to scale nature-based 
solutions, as traditional public and philanthropic 
funding routes remain insufficient. Integrated 
landscape management requires substantial, 
sustained investment across multiple intervention 
types. These include on-the-ground restoration and 
agricultural improvements, as well as enabling 
activities such as planning, capacity building, and 
development of monitoring systems (Thaxton et al. 
2017). The financing needs span several categories: 

• On-the-ground interventions: this includes forest 
restoration, sustainable agricultural practices, 
water management infrastructure, biodiversity 
conservation activities. 
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• Enabling public goods: landscape planning 

processes, stakeholder coordination 
platforms, monitoring and evaluation systems 
and capacity building. 

• Long-term stewardship: ongoing 
management, maintenance, and adaptive 
governance of landscape resources. 

In developing economies, the challenge is 
particularly acute. Landscape investments often 
compete with short-term priorities like 
infrastructure or agricultural subsidies, while 
financial institutions lack pipelines of bankable 
landscape projects. Public expenditures tend to be 
project-specific, donor-dependent, and time- 
bound, without clear mechanisms for reinvestment or 
scaling (Shames et al. 2014). Three categories 
of interventions consistently face the most severe 
financing gaps – (i) smallholder finance and 
livelihoods, (ii) forest landscape restoration, and 
(iii) enabling public goods. Small-scale producers 
managing agricultural and forest landscapes 
in developing countries face acute financing 

constraints. Commercial lenders often perceive the 
businesses of smallholders as too risky, which 
creates a persistent gap for inclusive credit and 
working capital (Walker et al.). 2016, Louman 
et al. 2022). Traditional financial institutions struggle to 
serve these clients due to high transaction costs, lack 
of collateral, and limited credit histories. Moreover, 
enabling activities like landscape planning, monitoring 
system, and capacity building receive insufficient 
attention from private investors who typically seek 
direct financial return (Zanzanaini et al. 2017). 
Restoration efforts require patient investment to cover 
costs related 
to planting, ongoing maintenance, and securing long-
term land tenure. Funding for restoration is 
insufficient compared to the actual needs across 
various ecosystems (Rode et al. 2019, Shames and 
Scherr, 2020). The long timeframes before financial 
returns are realized, combined with unstable land 
tenure and policy environments, create significant 
challenges for financing restoration through traditional 
mechanisms. The barriers to accessing finance are 
describe in Figure 2. 

 
 

 
Figure 2. Barriers to accessing sustainable finance in developing economies. 
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3.2 Risk-return Perceptions and  
Information Asymmetry 
A fundamental challenge is the mismatch between 
how investors perceive risks and returns in landscape 
investments versus the actual risk-return profiles of 
these projects. This gap is exacerbated by information 
asymmetry: project developers often lack the 
standardized data and transparent reporting that 
investors need to accurately assess risks (Rode et al. 
2019). Private and impact investors consistently report 
that many landscape projects 
do not meet their risk-return expectations and the 
factors contributing to these perceptions are: 

• Unfamiliarity: Landscape management 
represents a relatively new investment 
category for many investors, who have 
limited experience and benchmarks for 
assessing performance. 

• Perceived complexity: The multi-stakeholder, 
multi-objective nature of landscape approaches 
creates perceived governance and coordination 
risks. 

• Tenure concerns: Unclear or contested land 
rights are viewed as fundamental risks that 
can undermine entire projects. 

• Market uncertainties: Limited or emerging 
markets for ecosystem services and 
sustainably produced commodities create 
revenue uncertainties. 

• Long time horizons: Many landscape 
interventions, particularly restoration activities, 
require patient capital with extended periods 
before returns materialize. 

These perceptions raise the cost of capital and 
constrain investment flows and there exists 
information asymmetry between investors and 
project developers which result in a vicious cycle 
- insufficient investment leads to limited track records, 
which perpetuates information gaps, which in turn 
constrains future investment (Louman et al. 2021, 
Cervigni and Morris, 2016). 

. 

 

 
Figure 3. Factors and consequences of asymmetric information. 
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4. Typologies of 
Financing Mechanisms 
Sustainable landscape financing draws from a 
diverse spectrum of financial resources, delivery 
modalities and functional objectives. No single 
instrument can meet the complex financing needs of 
multifunctional landscapes that must address 
mitigation, adaptation, biodiversity, 
resilience, and livelihoods simultaneously. Instead, 
landscape finance requires a portfolio approach 
combining public budgets, private capital, donor 
support, market revenues and community-driven 
mechanisms into a coherent, long-term financing 
architecture (Havemann et al. 2020). 

 
4.1 Typologies Based on the Source of 
Funding 

Based on sources of funds, finance may originate 
from public sector budgets, national trust funds, 
state-owned banks or fiscal transfers (Thiele 
and Gerber 2017, Sergi et al. 2019). This forms a 
major contributor to the financing mechanisms. The 
other sources of funds include private sector entities 
and international development partners. Private 
entities investing in agribusiness, or in the value-
chain, agricultural impact investors and venture 
capitalists, mobilize capital and innovation to 
modernize agribusiness value chains, promote 
inclusive growth, improve 
productivity and supply chain quality, and address 
sustainability challenges (Tan 2022, Sergi et al. 
2019). International development partners like 
bilateral agencies, multilateral development banks, 
climate funds, and philanthropic foundations play a 
significant role in the context of developing and 
emerging economies. Each of the above source 
carries different incentives, risk appetites, fiduciary 
standards, and time horizons, shaping the type and 
scale of investment it can support (Khatri-Chhetri et 
al. 2021). 

Donor funds mainly come from international aid, 
multilateral institutions, philanthropic organizations, 
and climate finance mechanisms. These may take 
the form of grants, concessional loans, or 
performance-based instruments like Environmental 
Impact Bonds (EIBs). Donor financing often targets 
capacity building, pilot 
projects, and bridging funding gaps in developing 
regions. While donor funding is crucial, dependence on 
it may hamper long-term sustainability; hence, 
innovative approaches like blended finance 
are promoted to combine limited donor funds with 
larger private investments for landscape 
management (Havemann et al., 2020; Brand et al. 
2021, Baker et al. 2025). 

Blended finance mechanisms leverage and combine 
public, private, and donor funding to address the sizable 
financial requirements and risks associated with 
landscape management. This approach 
uses limited concessionary or catalytic public and 
donor funds to mobilize larger-scale private capital, 
aligning incentives and spreading risks to increase 
investment in sustainable land use and 
conservation efforts (Havemann et al. 2020). 

 
4.2 Typologies based on Functionality 

Sustainable landscape financing can be categorized 
from functionality perspective, and there are multiple 
objectives which are targeted. For example, climate 
mitigation (e.g., carbon pricing, REDD+), climate 
adaptation and resilience (e.g., adaptation funds, 
insurance products), biodiversity protection (e.g., 
offsets, eco-certifications), and socio-economic 
development (e.g., livelihood diversification, value-
chain upgrading, inclusive business models) 
(Digitemie and Ekemezie, 
2024). Aligning the functional purpose of finance 
with specific landscape outcomes is essential for 
designing coherent investment strategies. 

 
4.3 Typologies Based on the Financing 
Instruments 
There exists a wide range of financial instruments and 
mechanisms that are being designed to mobilize 
public and private capital. These include public 
expenditure tools and fiscal incentives (subsidies, 
taxes), debt and equity instruments, green and 
sustainability-linked loans, carbon pricing instruments, 
Payments for Ecosystem Services (PES), biodiversity 
offsets, eco-certifications, green bonds, REDD+ 
arrangements, mitigation and adaptation funds, 
blended finance structures, ESG-linked lending, 
community trust funds, insurance solutions, and 
sovereign risk instruments such as debt-for-nature 
swaps (DfNSs). Each instrument (Table 1) differs in 
maturity, 
risk-transfer mechanisms, market orientation, and 
suitability for specific ecosystem and socio-economic 
contexts. 
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Table 1. Types of different financing instruments 
 

Classification Subcategory Definition 

Equity Instruments Common Stock Represents ownership in a sustainable enterprise based on 
profits generated from sustainable operations or positive 
environmental and social outcomes leading to 
long-term value creation. 

Preferred Stock This financial instrument grants ownership with 
predetermined dividend payouts, giving investors 
precedence over common shareholders in asset allocation 
during liquidation and is especially appealing to those 
looking for consistent returns while investing in 
sustainable landscape initiatives. 

Debt Instruments Bonds (particularly 
green bonds/ 
sustainability bonds) 

Long-term debt securities where the issuer raise 
capital specifically for projects benefiting environment 
(reforestation, watershed management, and sustainable 
agriculture) and pays interest to the holder. 

Loans Loans, similarly, can be structured with sustainability criteria—
such as concessional loans or blended finance—to support 
long-term, large-scale landscape projects that may not 
otherwise attract traditional financing due to 
their complexity or longer payback periods. 

Market-Based 
Mechanisms 

Carbon Pricing A market-based approach involving fees or trading of carbon 
emissions to incentivize reductions and support 
ecosystem services. 

Fiscal Incentives Subsidies & Taxes 
for Private Green 
Investments 

Government financial incentives or disincentives to 
promote private sector investments in sustainable land 
management and conservation. 

Public Finance Public Green 
Investment 

Direct government funding for projects promoting ecosystem 
restoration, sustainable land use, and 
multifunctionality. 

Fiscal Policy Reform Green/Environmental 
Fiscal Reform 

Reforms in fiscal policies aimed at internalizing 
environmental costs to support landscape 
multifunctionality and sustainability. 

Payments for 
Ecosystem Services 
(PES) 

Payments for 
Ecosystem Services 

Financial rewards given to land managers who 
maintain or enhance ecosystem services beneficial for 
multifunctional landscapes. 

Mitigation 
Instruments 

Biodiversity Offsets Compensatory conservation efforts to offset biodiversity 
loss due to development or land-use change. 

Certification 
Schemes 

Eco-Certifications Voluntary certifications ensuring that products or services 
support sustainable landscapes and ecosystem services. 

Green Bonds and 
Finance 

Green Bonds Debt instruments raising capital for projects with 
environmental benefits and multifunctional outcomes. 

Climate Finance REDD+ (Reducing 
Emissions from 
Deforestation and 
Degradation) 

Programs that provide financial incentives to reduce 
deforestation and enhance carbon stocks in 
multifunctional forest landscapes. 

 
 
 
Blended Finance 

Adaptation/Mitigation 
Funds 

Dedicated funds for supporting climate adaptation and 
mitigation strategies in multifunctional landscapes. 

 
Blended Finance 

Combining public/private funds and concessional finance 
to leverage investment in sustainable landscape projects. 
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Classification Subcategory Definition 

Sustainable Lending Environmental, Social 
and Governance (ESG)- 
Linked Lending 

Loans with terms linked to the borrower's performance on 
ESG criteria, encouraging sustainable landscape 
management. 

Community Finance Community Trust Fund Financial mechanisms where community members pool 
resources to support local sustainable land and resource 
management. 

Debt Instruments Debt-for-Nature Swaps 
(DfNSs) 

Agreements where debt is forgiven in exchange for 
commitments to conservation or sustainable land 
management. 

Risk Management Insurance Financial products that protect against environmental 
risks, supporting resilience of multifunctional landscapes. 

 
Source: Eyo-Udo et al. 2024; Simpa et al. 2024; Dafermos and Nikolaidi 2019; Taneja et al. 2022; Digitemie and Ekemezie 2024; Kilgore et al. 2017; Ding et al. 
2021; Zamora-Cristales et al. 2022; Ranjan 2024; Wallbott et al. 2019; Reed et al. 2020; Xie et al. 2021; Bell et al. 2018; Buschke et al. 2017; zu Ermgassen et al. 
2019; McFarland 2018; Maltais and Nykvist 2020; Tolliver et al. 2020; Angelsen et al. 2018; Schalatek et al. 2020; Rode et al. 2019; Bui et al. 2021; Canning et al. 
2021. 

 

Financing instruments used in Asia, Africa, and Latin 
America for landscape management and sustainable 
development differ significantly due to variations in 
financial market maturity, regulatory environments, 
institutional capacities, and socio-economic contexts. 

In Asia, particularly in emerging economies, financial 
instruments for sustainable development prominently 
include innovative instruments such as green bonds, 
green lending, and blended finance that combine 
public and private funds. 
Asian countries emphasize developing green financial 
governance frameworks and market innovations to 
attract private sector investments towards sustainable 
projects. However, regulatory obstacles and 
information asymmetry still hinder full market 
development. The focus is on mobilizing private capital 
through sustainable finance markets combined with 
public incentives and policies to support sustainable 
infrastructure and renewable energy (Prakash and 
Sethi 2021, Volz 2018). 

In Africa, financing instruments are often 
constrained by limited financial infrastructure and 
capacity, leading to greater reliance 
on concessional loans, grants from donors, 
international funds, and public-private partnerships 
to finance renewable energy and sustainable 
projects. Green bonds are emerging as critical tools 
but are less developed compared to Asia. African 
initiatives often emphasize capacity building, 
regulatory reforms, and international collaborations 
to stimulate climate finance. The financial 
instruments are designed 

to accommodate higher risks and to leverage 
international support aimed at climate resilience 
and sustainable development (Adisa et al. 2024, 
Ayorinde et al. 2024, Versal and Sholoiko 2022). 

In Latin America, financing mechanisms similarly 
include green bonds, but the region faces distinct 
challenges linked to socio-political contexts, 
land tenure issues, and market fragmentation. 
Urban development financing reflects patterns of 
exclusion and inequality, influencing how 
investments are made. There is growing use of 
international capital mobilization for renewable 
energy and green economy projects. Latin America 
benefits from active participation of supranational 
institutions and increasingly from sustainable 
finance instruments addressing environmental and 
social projects, though with institutional and 
governance challenges (Kusters et al. 2006 Klaufus 
et al. 2017). 

Overall, while all three regions employ green bonds, 
public-private partnerships, concessional loans, and 
international grants, Asia’s emphasis on developing 
green financial markets contrasts with Africa’s 
reliance on donor funds and capacity building, and 
Latin America’s challenges with socio-political 
contexts and structural inequalities influence the 
effectiveness and choice of financing instruments. 
These regional variations underscore 
the need for context-specific policies and innovative 
blended finance solutions to mobilize sufficient capital 
for sustainable landscape management and 
development (Table 2). 

 



 

 
 
Table 2. Comparison of different financing instruments used across in region of Global South. 

 

Dimension Asia Africa Latin America 

Dominant Financing 
Mechanisms 

Public Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES) programs, 
national environmental funds, and blended finance for 
agriculture and forestry (e.g., China’s Grain for Green, 
Vietnam’s VNFF, Indonesia’s TLFF) 

Blended finance for restoration and 
value chains, national 
green/climate funds, and results-
based payments (e.g., Rwanda’s 
FONERWA, Ghana 
Cocoa-REDD+) 

Environmental and biodiversity funds, PES, green and 
blue bonds, and market-based carbon/credit systems 
(e.g., Brazil’s Amazon Fund, Costa Rica’s 
FONAFIFO, Colombia’s biodiversity bond) 

Institutional and 
Policy Maturity 

High policy integration and fiscal embedding of PES 
within national budgets; strong central coordination and 
decentralization to provinces 

Emerging but improving 
integration of climate, land, and 
finance institutions; strong 
regional initiatives (AFR100, 
Great Green Wall) 

Mature institutional frameworks linking national 
funds and market instruments; advanced 
monitoring and verification capacities (Brazil, 
Mexico, Costa Rica) 

Private Sector 
Engagement 

Expanding role through corporate value chains 
and sustainability-linked finance (e.g., agroforestry, 
renewable energy) 

Increasing engagement through 
PPP and value-chain finance; 
early-stage green bond markets 

Deepening involvement through impact funds, 
green/biodiversity bonds, and sustainable 
commodity certification 

Community and 
Cooperative Role 

Strong presence in community forestry and 
agroforestry cooperatives (e.g., Nepal, India) 

Community participation 
integrated via public employment 
and watershed programs (e.g., 
Ethiopia SLMP, 
Kenya Water Fund) 

Longstanding community and indigenous 
stewardship models; PES and ecotourism 
revenues reinvested locally (e.g., Peru, Costa 
Rica, Mexico) 

Scale and 
Investment Flows 

Large-scale programs (hundreds of thousands to 
millions of ha) financed primarily by national public 
budgets and development loans 

Moderate-scale programs 
leveraging international donor and 
climate finance with co- 
benefits for livelihoods 

Increasing private capital flows—USD 17 billion 
annually in Brazil alone for land use; strong linkage 
between climate finance and 
biodiversity targets 

Monitoring and 
Verification (MRV) 
Systems 

Satellite-based MRV for forest cover and water services 
institutionalized (China, Vietnam) 

Growing digital MRV integration 
through donor support (e.g., 
SERVIR-Africa, LEAF Coalition) 

Advanced MRV and carbon accounting systems; 
global models for REDD+, PES, and biodiversity 
credits (Brazil, Costa Rica) 

Scalability and 
Replication 
Potential 

High—due to government ownership, clear policy 
frameworks, and fiscal incentives 

High—driven by regional 
restoration commitments and 
emerging blended-finance 
pipelines 

High—mature regulatory systems and strong 
investor confidence in green financial products 

Main Donor Entry 
Points 

Technical assistance for PES scaling, green taxonomy 
development, and risk-sharing facilities 

Capitalization of climate/ 
environmental funds, guarantee 
facilities, and smallholder value- 
chain finance 

Catalyzing biodiversity finance, private investment 
blending, and replication of fund models (Amazon 
Fund, FONAFIFO) 
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4.4 Typology Based on Thematic 
Clusters 
Sustainable landscape finance operates across 
distinct but interconnected thematic domains, each 
requiring tailored financial instruments and 
business models. These domains represent 
functional entry points for mobilizing investment, 
ranging from ecosystem restoration to climate-smart 
agriculture, resource recovery, and emerging digital 
markets. Within each theme, financial mechanisms 
determine how capital flows while business models 
define how returns are generated and sustained. 

1. Restoration and Conservation Landscapes focus 
on regenerating forests, watersheds, and 
degraded lands through results-based and 
performance-linked financing. 

2. Climate-Smart and Resilient Production Systems 
integrate sustainable agriculture, forestry, and 
fisheries with value-chain financing and 
insurance to manage risks and enhance 
productivity. 

3. Circular Bioeconomy and Resource Recovery 
Systems transform organic waste into energy and 
bio-products, leveraging blended finance and 
public–private partnerships. 

4. Community and Cooperative Finance Models 
strengthen inclusivity and ownership by 
channeling microfinance, revolving 
funds, and social enterprises into landscape 
management. 

5. Green and Blue Market Mechanisms—including 
PES, bonds, and credit markets—monetize 
ecosystem services, carbon sequestration, 
and biodiversity values. 

6. Innovative and Digital Finance Mechanisms use 
fintech, tokenization, and blended structures to 
expand transparency and attract private 
investment at scale. 
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Table 3. Thematic clusters of financing mechanisms and business models. 

 

Thematic Cluster Financing Mechanism Definition / Key Features Linked Business Models 

 
 
 

 
1. Restoration and 

Conservation 
Landscapes 

Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES) Direct payments for maintaining or 
restoring ecosystem services such as 
carbon sequestration, water 
regulation, and biodiversity protection. 

Landscape stewardship cooperatives; forest user 
associations; watershed management groups 

Results-Based and Impact Financing Financing disbursed upon achievement of 
verifiable environmental or social 
outcomes; aligns public and private 
incentives. 

REDD+ programs; restoration enterprises; impact-
oriented investment funds 

Landscape Trusts and Endowment Funds Long-term investment vehicles generating 
returns for conservation, restoration, and 
community livelihood 
initiatives. 

Protected area funds; multi-stakeholder landscape 
platforms; conservation endowments 

 
 
 
2. Climate-Smart and 

Resilient 
Production 
Systems 

Sustainable Value Chain and Agribusiness 
Finance 

Credit and investment tools embedding 
sustainability criteria into commodity 
production and trade 
finance. 

Certified producer groups; cooperative 
agribusinesses; regenerative agriculture SMEs 

Fiscal Incentives and Subsidy Reforms Policy tools redirecting public subsidies 
and tax benefits toward sustainable 
farming and low-emission practices. 

Eco-restoration enterprises; climate-smart cooperatives; 
green input suppliers 

Green, Blue, and Landscape Bonds Debt instruments financing sustainable 
production and infrastructure within 
defined environmental objectives. 

Agricultural sustainability funds; landscape 
consortia; resilient infrastructure operators 

 
3. Circular 

Bioeconomy 
and Resource 
Recovery 
Systems 

Blended Finance and Risk-Sharing 
Structures 

Combine concessional and commercial 
capital to de-risk investment in circular 
bioeconomy ventures. 

Waste-to-energy PPPs; biofertilizer SMEs; biomass-
based mini-grids 

Public–Private–Community Partnerships 
(PPCPs) 

Joint investment arrangements 
integrating public oversight, private 
capital, and community 
implementation for sustainable 
resource use. 

Green industrial parks; local energy cooperatives; 
municipal composting ventures 



 

 
 

Thematic Cluster Financing Mechanism Definition / Key Features Linked Business Models 

 

 
4. Community and 

Cooperative 
Financing 

Cooperative and Community-Based Finance 
Models 

Revolving and microfinance systems 
governed by communities for local 
investment in land restoration and 
livelihoods. 

Village savings and loan groups; forest user 
cooperatives; women-led enterprise clusters 

National Environmental and Landscape 
Funds 

Centralized mechanisms pooling 
government, donor, and private 
finance to support local landscape 
initiatives. 

Community grant schemes; local climate adaptation 
funds; PES intermediaries 

 
 
5. Green and Blue 

Market 
Mechanisms 

Carbon, Biodiversity, and Water Credit Markets Market-based mechanisms monetizing 
verified ecosystem outcomes through 
voluntary or compliance trading. 

Carbon farming enterprises; biodiversity offset 
providers; water stewardship networks 

PES-linked Environmental Markets Advanced PES models integrating 
tradable credits and digital MRV 
systems for transparency and 
scalability. 

Hybrid PES–credit operators; digital environmental 
brokers 

 

 
6. Innovative and Digital 

Finance 

Digital and Tokenized Ecosystem Assets Use of blockchain, fintech, and digital 
registries to tokenize and trade verified 
ecosystem services. 

Green fintech start-ups; tokenized carbon/ 
biodiversity exchanges; community MRV service 
providers 

Blended and Impact Investment Facilities Pooled funds deploying multiple financial 
instruments (loans, equity, guarantees) to 
scale investment in 
sustainable landscapes. 

Restoration funds; climate venture accelerators; 
nature-positive impact portfolios 
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5. Innovations and Emerging Trends in 
Governance and Institutional Systems for 
Landscape Finance 

 

There are different enablers required to create 
sustainable financing mechanisms for landscape 
management (Figure 4). Effective governance 
underpins all sustainable landscape financing efforts. 
Financing mechanisms cannot function without 
institutions capable of coordinating across sectors, 
enforcing rules, allocating budgets, and monitoring 
outcomes. Because multifunctional landscapes span 
agriculture, forestry, water, 

climate mitigation, and rural development, they 
often suffer from fragmented mandates and 
uncoordinated public spending (Digitemie and 
Ekemezie 2024; Faijue et al. 2024, Yunus and 
Nanda, 2024, Lakasse et al., 2024).). Strong 
governance frameworks reduce investment risks, 
support tenure security, and generate the 
transparency that donors and private financiers 
require (Chu et al. 2019, Edunjobi 2024). 

 

 
Figure 4. Enablers to create sustainable finance for landscape management. 

 

5.1 Institutional Roles and 
Coordination Mechanisms 
Landscape financing requires a clear division of 
responsibilities across ministries, subnational 
authorities, communities, and the private sector. 
National inter-ministerial councils are a common 
coordination mechanism, ensuring alignment 
between climate commitments, NDC targets, land-
use policies, and public financing streams. 
Landscape or watershed authorities serve as mid-
level governance hubs responsible for planning, 
ecosystem restoration, and integrating donor-
supported investments (Röser et al. 2020). 

 
Multi-stakeholder platforms (MSPs) are essential for 
collective action in complex land-use mosaics. 
Evidence shows that MSPs improve legitimacy, 
reduce conflict, and enable co-designed investment 
priorities (Sarmiento Barletti and Larson 2020). The 
private sector plays a growing role through value-
chain finance, carbon market participation, and 
blended finance partnerships—but requires 
predictable policies and reliable institutional 
counterparts (World Bank 2020). 
Development partners and climate funds act as 
catalytic financiers, technical supporters, and 
fiduciary overseers of landscape-scale 
investments (Thiele and Gerber 2017). 
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5.2 Policy and Regulatory Frameworks 

Clear and coherent policy frameworks are essential 
for facilitating sustainable investment in landscape 
management. Secure land and resource tenure is 
consistently recognized as a significant predictor of 
successful Payments for Ecosystem Services 
(PES), Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and 
Forest Degradation (REDD+), and restoration 
financing. Ambiguous tenure arrangements increase 
transaction costs and deter private investors. 
Environmental and climate policies—such as 
climate acts, forest codes, biodiversity strategies, 
and carbon market regulations—serve to align 
national development goals with landscape finance 
opportunities. Fiscal policies also influence 
investment incentives; for instance, subsidy reforms, 
environmental taxes, 
and green levies have been demonstrated to unlock 
domestic revenue and redirect financial flows toward 
restoration. Emerging carbon market and 
environmental service regulations are becoming 
increasingly important. Robust monitoring, reporting, 
and verification (MRV) requirements, transparent 
registries, and standardized methodologies are critical 
for ensuring market integrity and investor confidence. 
Inadequate regulatory clarity remains one of the most 
persistent barriers to scaling landscape finance. 
Landscape finance depends fundamentally on the 
strength and coherence of regulatory frameworks 
governing land, water, forests, climate, and carbon 
assets. Key domains include: 

1. Land and Resource Tenure Policies - Secure 
tenure is a prerequisite for PES, REDD+, and 
restoration markets. Clear rules on tree 
ownership, carbon rights, communal lands, and 
benefit-sharing reduce transaction costs and 
attract private finance (Bakunova 2022). 

2. Environmental and Climate Regulations 
- Climate acts, forest codes, biodiversity 
strategies, and national carbon market 
frameworks ensure alignment of investment with 
national goals (Roy and Bhan 2024). 

3. Fiscal and Incentive Instruments - 
Governments shape financial flows through 
various means, including green subsidies 
and incentive programs, environmental 
taxes and levies, and the reform of harmful 
subsidies such as those for fuel, fertilizer, 
and land conversion incentives. Evidence 
indicates that these reforms enhance 
domestic resource mobilization and 
influence behavior change.

Carbon Market Regulations - With the 
increasing prominence of voluntary and 
compliance carbon markets, it is essential 
for governments to establish clear 
regulations regarding Carbon ownership 
and transferability. MRV and registration 
processes. Integrity standards that align with 
global best practices (McFarland 2018). 

 
 
5.3 Multilevel Governance for 
Landscape Finance 

Landscape finance necessitates coordination across 
national, provincial, and local governmental levels. 
National institutions are responsible for establishing 
policies, standards, and climate finance priorities. In 
contrast, provinces and districts oversee land-use 
planning, natural resource governance, and 
adaptation implementation. Local authorities and 
communities are directly involved in managing land, 
forests, rangelands, and water systems. 
Robust multilevel governance has been demonstrated 
to enhance outcomes in watershed management, 
REDD+ implementation, and ecosystem restoration. 
Mechanisms such as joint planning committees, co-
management agreements, and ecological fiscal 
transfers bolster vertical alignment and provide 
subnational authorities with the incentives and 
resources required to invest in natural capital. 
Community and Indigenous institutions play a 
pivotal role in effective landscape governance. 
Research indicates that landscapes governed by 
Indigenous peoples often exhibit lower 
deforestation rates, higher biodiversity outcomes, 
and more effective restoration. Their stewardship 
systems, when recognized and empowered, offer 
a foundation for equitable finance distribution and 
conflict resolution. 
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5.4 Capacity and Data Systems for 
Financial Accountability 
Ensuring financial accountability is crucial for 
maintaining donor confidence and attracting both 
private and blended financial resources. Institutions 
must establish robust systems for budgeting, 
procurement, auditing, and anti-corruption that comply 
with the fiduciary standards mandated by climate funds 
and multilateral banks. High-integrity monitoring, 
reporting, and verification (MRV) are fundamental to 
landscape finance. The efficacy of carbon markets, 
biodiversity credits, payment for ecosystem services 
(PES) schemes, and resilience 

finance is contingent upon verifiable ecological and 
socio-economic data. Recent advancements in 
remote sensing, digital MRV, and spatial data 
systems provide cost-effective tools for impact 
tracking. However, capacity gaps, particularly within 
subnational governments and local organizations, 
continue to pose significant challenges. Research 
indicates that without investment in institutional 
capacity, even substantial financial resources fail to 
yield sustainable landscape outcomes. Enhancing local 
technical expertise, project development skills, and 
financial literacy is essential for improving the pipeline 
of viable landscape projects. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

photo: Freepik 



Financing Mechanisms for Resilient Multifunctional Landscapes | Page 16 of 20 CGIAR  

 
6. References 
Adeoye, O.; Usman, F.; Ani, E.; Ninduwesuor-Ehiobu, N.; Montero, D.; Olu-Lawal, K. 2024. A conceptual 
framework for data-driven sustainable finance in green energy transition. World Journal of Advanced 
Research and Reviews, 21(2), 1791–1801. https://doi.org/10.30574/wjarr.2024.21.2.0620 

Angelsen, A.; Martius, C.; de Sy, V.; Duchelle, A. E.; Larson, A. M.; Pham, T. T. (Eds.). 2018. Transforming 
REDD+: Lessons and new directions. Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR). https://doi. 
org/10.17528/CIFOR/007045 

Baker, S.; Hijazi, M.; Nandakumar, A. K. 2025. Innovative approaches to HIV/AIDS financing: lessons 
learned from the Sustainable Financing Initiative (SFI). BMC Health Services Research, 24(Suppl 1). 
https://doi. org/10.1186/s12913-025-12529-8 

Bakunova, A. K. 2022. Interaction of Conditional Incentives for Ecosystem Conservation with Tenure Security: 
Multiple Roles for Tenure Interventions. In Economic Incentives for Global Conservation (pp. 219-248). 
Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-81881-4_10 

Bell, A. R.; Benton, T. G.; Droppelmann, K.; Mapemba, L.; Pierson, O.; & Stringer, L. 2018. Transformative 
change through Payments for Ecosystem Services (PES): a conceptual framework and application to 
conservation agriculture in Malawi. Sustainability Science 13(6): 1543-1556. https://doi.org/10.1017/ 
SUS.2018.4 

Bentley, L.; Halim, H. B. 2024. Evaluating the Long-Term Impact of Sustainable Tourism Practices on 
Local Communities and Natural Resources in Developing Countries. Integrated Journal for Research in 
Arts and Humanities 4(3):136–141. https://doi.org/10.55544/ijrah.4.3.27 

Brand, M. W.; Quesnel Seipp, K.; Saksa, P.; Ulibarri, N.; Bomblies, A.; Mandle, L.; Allaire, M.; Wing, O.; 
Tobin-de la Puente, J.; Parker, E. A.; Nay, J.; Sanders, B. F.; Rosowsky, D.; Lee, J.; Johnson, K.; 
Gudino-Elizondo, N.; Ajami, N.; Wobbrock, N.; Adriaens, P.; Grant, S. B.; Wright, S.; Gartner, T.; Knight, 
Z.; Gibbons, J. P. 2021. Environmental Impact Bonds: A common framework and looking ahead. 
Environmental Research: Infrastructure and Sustainability 1(2). https://doi.org/10.1088/2634-
4505/ac0b2c 

Bui, T. M. H.; Vu, T. H.; Nguyen, H. T. 2021. The effect of ESG activities on firm value: Evidence from 
ASEAN countries. Corporate Governance and Organizational Behavior Review 5(2): 79-89. 
https://doi.org/10.22495/ cgobrv5i2p7 

Buschke, F. T.; Brownlie, S.; Manuel, J. 2017. The conservation costs and economic benefits of using 
biodiversity offsets to meet international targets for protected area expansion. Oryx 52(2):344-350. 
https:// doi.org/10.1017/S0030605317001521 

Canning, A. D.; Jarvis, D.; Costanza, R.; Hasan, S.; Smart, J. C. R.; Finisdore, J.; Schuhmann, P. W.; 
King, M.; Galarraga, J.; Dupont, J. 2021. Financial incentives for large-scale wetland restoration: 
Beyond markets to common asset trusts. One Earth 4(7), 937-950 9 
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ONEEAR.2021.06.006 

Cervigni, R.; Morris, M. (eds). 2016. Confronting Drought in Africa’s Drylands: Opportunities for 
Enhancing Resilience. Washington D.C. World Bank. http://hdl.handle.net/10986/23576 

Chu, A.; Kwon, S.; Cowley, P. 2019. Health Financing Reforms for Moving towards Universal Health 
Coverage in the Western Pacific Region. Health Systems & Reform 5(1):32–47. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/23288604.2018. 1544029 

Conrad, E.; Moran, T.; Dupraw, M. E.; Ceppos, D.; Martinez, J.; Blomquist, W. 2018. Diverse 
stakeholders create collaborative, multilevel basin governance for groundwater sustainability. California 
Agriculture 72(1): 44–53. https://doi.org/10.3733/ca.2018a0002 

Dafermos, Y.; Nikolaidi, M. 2019. Fiscal Policy and Ecological Sustainability: A Post-Keynesian 
Perspective In: Arestis, P., Sawyer, M. (eds) Frontiers of Heterodox Macroeconomics. International 
Papers in Political Economy. Palgrave Macmillan, Cham. Chapter 1, pp. 277–322). Springer. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-23929-9_7 

Digitemie, W.; Ekemezie, I. 2024. Assessing the role of carbon pricing in global climate change 
mitigation strategies. Magna Scientia Advanced Research and Reviews, 10(2), 022–031. 
https://doi.org/10.30574/ msarr.2024.10.2.0040 

Digitemie, W.; Ekemezie, I. 2024. Assessing the role of climate finance in supporting developing nations: 
A comprehensive review. Finance and Accounting Research Journal, 6(3), 408–420. 
https://doi.org/10.51594/ farj.v6i3.926 

Ding, H.; Markandya, A.; Feltran-Barbieri, R.; Calmon, M.; Cervera, M.; Duraisami, M.; Balmford, A.; Buch, 
R.; Brancalion, P. H. S.; Chen, C.; Guariguata, M. R.; Gutierrez, V.; Latawiec, A.; Iribarrem, A.; Ronzón 
Tello, G.; Sanchez, C.; Sidhu, A.; Silva, C.; Strassburg, B. 2021. Repurposing Agricultural Subsidies to 
Restore Degraded Farmland and Grow Rural Prosperity. World Resources Institute Report. 
https://doi.org/10.46830/ WRIRPT.20.00013 

Edunjobi, T. 2024. Sustainable supply chain financing models: Integrating banking for enhanced 
sustainability. International Journal of Multidisciplinary Research Updates 7(2):001–011. https://doi. 
org/10.53430/ijmru.2024.7.2.0030 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.30574/wjarr.2024.21.2.0620
https://doi/
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-81881-4_10
https://doi.org/10.1017/
https://doi.org/10.55544/ijrah.4.3.27
https://doi.org/10.1088/2634-4505/ac0b2c
https://doi.org/10.1088/2634-4505/ac0b2c
https://doi.org/10.22495/
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ONEEAR.2021.06.006
http://hdl.handle.net/10986/23576
https://doi.org/10.1080/23288604.2018
https://doi.org/10.3733/ca.2018a0002
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-
https://doi.org/10.30574/
https://doi.org/10.51594/
https://doi.org/10.46830/
https://doi/


Financing Mechanisms for Resilient Multifunctional Landscapes | Page 17 of 20 CGIAR  

 

 

Ellis, E. C.; Kaplan, J. O.; Fuller, D. Q.; Vavrus, S.; Klein Goldewijk, K.; & Verburg, P. H. 2013. Used 
planet: A global history. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 110(20), 7978-7985. 

Eyo-Udo, N.; Sule, A.; Agho, M.; Azubuike, C.; Onukwulu, E. 2024. Advances in green finance solutions 
for combating climate change and ensuring sustainability. Gulf Journal of Advance Business Research, 
2(6), 338–375. https://doi.org/10.51594/gjabr.v2i6.53 

F.; Orihuela, C. E.; Wittmer, H.; Schröter-Schlaack, C. 2019. Why 'blended finance' could help 
transitions to sustainable landscapes: Lessons from the Unlocking Forest Finance project. Ecosystem 
Services 37, 100917. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ECOSER.2019.100917 

Faijue, D. D.; Segui, A. O.; Shringarpure, K.; Razavi, A.; Hasan, N.; Dar, O.; Manikam, L. 2024. 
Constructing a One Health governance architecture: a systematic review and analysis of governance 
mechanisms for One Health. European Journal of Public Health 34(6):1086–1094. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/ckae124 

Fu, C.; Lu, L.; Pirabi, M. 2024. Advancing green finance: a review of climate change and 
decarbonization. Digital Economy and Sustainable Development, 2(1). https://doi.org/10.1007/s44265-
023-00026-x 

Guo, J.; Zhu, T.; Ou, M.; Pei, F.; Gan, X.; Ou, W.; Tao, Y. A. 2018. Framework of Payment for 
Ecosystem Services to Protect Cropland: A Case Study of the Yangtze River Delta in China. 
Sustainability 10(1):178. https://doi. org/10.3390/su10010178 

Havemann, T.; Werneck, F.; Negra, C. 2020. Blended finance for agriculture: exploring the constraints 
and possibilities of combining financial instruments for sustainable transitions. Agriculture and Human 
Values 37(4): 1281–1292. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-020-10131-8 

Hedden-Dunkhorst, B.; Schmitt, F. 2020. Exploring the Potential and Contribution of UNESCO 
Biosphere Reserves for Landscape Governance and Management in Africa. Land 9(8): 237. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/ land9080237 

Hovardas, T. 2021. Social Sustainability as Social Learning: Insights from Multi-Stakeholder 
Environmental Governance. Sustainability 13(14), 7744. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13147744 

Keesstra, S. D.; Cornu, S.; Thorsøe, M. H.; Kuikman, P. J.; Chenu, C.; Visser, S. M.; Besse-Lototskaya, 
A.; Munkholm, L. J. 2024. European agricultural soil management: Towards climate-smart and 
sustainability, knowledge needs and research approaches. European Journal of Soil Science 75(1). 
https://doi.org/10.1111/ ejss.13437 

Khatri-Chhetri, A.; Arango, J.; Nelson, K. M.; Wilkes, A.; Sapkota, T. B.; & Sander, B. O. 2021. Financing 
climate change mitigation in agriculture: assessment of investment cases. Environmental Research Letters 
16(12), 124044. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ac3605 

Kilgore, M. A.; Ellefson, P. B.; Funk, T. J.; Mackes, K.; Mielke, M. E.; Granskog, J. E. 2017. State 
property tax incentives for promoting ecosystem goods and services from private forest land in the 
United States: a review and analysis. Studies in Regional Science, General Technical Report SRS-228. 
https://doi.org/10.2737/ SRS-GTR-228 

Kuteesa, K.; Akpuokwe, C.; Udeh, C. 2024. Exploring global practices in providing small and medium 
enterprises access to sustainable finance solutions. World Journal of Advanced Science and 
Technology 5(2), 035–051. https://doi.org/10.53346/wjast.2024.5.2.0034 

Lakasse, S.; Syamsuri, H.; Amril, A.; Jusman, I. A. 2024. The Role of Green Finance in Sustainable 
Business Strategies: Opportunities and Challenges for Business Organizations. Jurnal Penelitian 
Inovatif 4(2):665–672. https://doi.org/10.54082/jupin.379 

Louman, B.; Girolami, E.D.; Shames, S.; Primo, L.G.; Gitz, V.; Scherr, S.J.; Meybeck, A.; Brady, M. 
2022. Access to Landscape Finance for Small-Scale Producers and Local Communities: A Literature 
Review. Land 11, 1444. https://doi.org/10.3390/land11091444 

Louman, B.; Meybeck, A.; Mulder, G.; Brady, M.; Fremy, L.; Savenije, H.; Gitz, V.; Trines, E. 2020. Innovative 
finance for sustainable landscapes. Working Paper 7. Bogor, Indonesia: The CGIAR Research Program on 
Forests, Trees and Agroforestry (FTA). 

 
Lovell, S.T.; Johnston, D.M. 2009. Creating multifunctional landscapes: how can the field of ecology inform the 
design of the landscape? Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 7:212-220. 0 https://doi. 
org/10.1890/070178 

Macdonald, A.; Seitanidi, M. M.; Clarke, A.; Roseland, M.; Huang, L. 2017. Multi-stakeholder 
Partnerships (SDG #17) as a Means of Achieving Sustainable Communities and Cities (SDG #11). In: 
Filho, W. L. (Ed.) Handbook of Sustainability Science and Research. Springer Cham. pp. 193–209.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-63007-6_12 

Maltais, A.; Nykvist, B. 2020. Understanding the role of green bonds in advancing sustainability. Journal 
of Sustainable Finance & Investment 11(3):233-252. https://doi.org/10.1080/20430795.2020.1724864 

Mander, Ü.; Wiggering, H.; Helming, K. 2007. Multifunctional land use: meeting future demands for 
landscape goods and services. In: Mander, Ü.; Wiggering, H.; Helming, K. (Eds.) Multifunctional 
Landscape Use.  Springer Berlin Heidelberg pp. 1–13. . https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-36763-5_1 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.51594/gjabr.v2i6.53
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ECOSER.2019.100917
https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/ckae124
https://doi.org/10.1007/s44265-023-00026-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s44265-023-00026-x
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-020-10131-8
https://doi.org/10.3390/
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13147744
https://doi.org/10.1111/
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ac3605
https://doi.org/10.2737/
https://doi.org/10.53346/wjast.2024.5.2.0034
https://doi.org/10.54082/jupin.379
https://doi.org/10.3390/land11091444
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-63007-6_12
https://doi.org/10.1080/20430795.2020.1724864
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-


Financing Mechanisms for Resilient Multifunctional Landscapes | Page 18 of 20 CGIAR  

 

 

Marques, M.; Crittenden, S.; Rubio, J.; Evelpidou, N.; Lauterburg, N.; Tesfai, M.; Doko, A.; Petursdottir, 
T.; Zucca, C.; Kanninen, M.; Zdruli, P.; Panagopoulos, T.; Yirdaw, E.; Schmiedel, U.; Karkani, A.; 
Schwilch, G.; Stolte, J.; Asliyilmazgil, Y. 2016. Multifaceted Impacts of Sustainable Land Management 
in Drylands: A Review. Sustainability 8(2), 177. https://doi.org/10.3390/su8020177 

McFarland, B. J. 2018. Green Bonds, Landscape Bonds, and Rainforest Bonds. In The Palgrave 
Handbook of Financing Sustainable Development pp. 363-390. Palgrave Macmillan. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-63236-0_16 

Nonet, G. A.-H.; Gössling, T.; Van Tulder, R.; Bryson, J. M. 2022. Multi-stakeholder Engagement for the 
Sustainable Development Goals: Introduction to the Special Issue. Journal of Business Ethics 
180(4):945–957. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-022-05192-0 

Otte, A.; Simmering, D.; Wolters, V. 2007. Biodiversity at the landscape level: recent concepts and 
perspectives for multifunctional land use. Landscape Ecology 22(5):639–642. https://doi.org/10.1007/ 
s10980-007-9094-6 

Plieninger, T.; Muñoz-Rojas, J.; Buck, L. E.; Scherr, S. J. 2020. Agroforestry for sustainable landscape 
management. Sustainability Science 15(5):1255–1266. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-020-00836-4 

Ranjan, R. 2024. Creating synergies between payments for ecosystem services, green bonds, and 
catastrophe insurance markets for enhanced environmental resilience. Land Use Policy 136, 106970. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2023.106970 

Reed, M. S.; Curtis, T.; Gosal, A.; Kendall, H.; Andersen; S. P., Ziv; G., Attlee, A.; Fitton, R. G.; Hay, M.; 
Gibson, A.C.; Hume, A. C.; Hill, D.; Mansfield, J. L.; Martino, S.; Olesen, A.S.; Prior, S.; Rodgers, C.; 
Rudman, H.; Tanneberger, F. (2022). Integrating ecosystem markets to co-ordinate landscape-scale 
public benefits from nature. PLOS ONE 17(1), e0257544. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257544 

Rode, J.; Pinzon, A.; Stabile, M. C. C.; Pirker, J.; Bauch, S.; Iribarrem, A.; Sammon, P.; Llerena, C. A.; 
Muniz Alves, L.; Orihuela, C. E.; Wittmer, H. 2019. Why ‘blended finance’ could help transitions to 
sustainable landscapes: Lessons from the Unlocking Forest Finance project. Ecosystem Services 37, 
100917. https://doi. org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.100917 

Röser, F.; Widerberg, O.; Höhne, N.; & Day, T. 2020. Ambition in the making: analysing the preparation 
and implementation process of the Nationally Determined Contributions under the Paris Agreement. 
Climate Policy 20(4): 415–429. https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2019.1708697 

Roy, A.; Bhan, M. 2024. Forest carbon market-based mechanisms in India: Learnings from global design 
principles and domestic barriers to implementation. Ecological Indicators 158, 111331. https://doi. 
org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2023.111331 

Sarmiento Barletti, J.P.; Larson, A.M. 2019. The role of multi-stakeholder forums in subnational 
jurisdictions: Framing literature review for in-depth field research. Occasional Paper 194. Bogor, 
Indonesia: CIFOR. 

Schalatek, L.; Nakhooda, S.; Watson, C. 2020. The Green Climate Fund. Climate Finance Fundamentals. 
Brief 11. Heinrich Böll Stiftung and Overseas Development Institute. Available at https://www.rcrc-resilience-
southeastasia.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/Green-Climate-Fund.pdf 

Sergi, Bruno, S.; Popkova, E. G.; Przhedetskaya, N. V.; Borzenko, K. V. 2019. Public–Private 
Partnerships as a Mechanism of Financing Sustainable Development. In: Magdalena Ziolo, M.; and 
Sergi, Bruno,S. (eds.), Financing Sustainable Development, chapter 0. Palgrave Macmillan. pp. 313–
339. Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-16522-2_13 

Seth, S.; Clarvis, M.H.; Kissinger, G. 2014. Financing Strategies for Integrated Landscape Investment: 
Synthesis Report. In: Seth, S., (ed.) Financing Strategies for Integrated Landscape Investment, 
Washington, DC: EcoAgriculture Partners, on behalf of the Landscapes for People, Food and Nature 
Initiative. Available at https://www.un.org/esa/ffd/wp-
content/uploads/sites/2/2015/10/FinancingStrategiesforIntegratedLandscapeInvestment_Shames_etal_
2014-smaller.pdf 

Shames, S.; Scherr, S.J. 2020. Mobilizing Finance across Sectors and Projects to Achieve Sustainable 
Landscapes: Emerging Models. Washington, DC: EcoAgriculture Partners. Available at https:// 
ecoagriculture.org/resources/scientific-publications/mobilizing-finance-across-sectors-and-projects-to-
achieve-sustainable-landscapes-emerging-models 

Shames, S.; Scherr, S.J. n.d. Scaling up investment & finance for integrated landscape management: 
Challenges & innovations. Landscapes for people, food and nature.EcoAgriculture Partners and UNEP. 
Available at https://api.ecoagriculture.org/uploads/Finance_whitepaper_web_b5bdd24f1b.pdf 

Simpa, P.; Obasi, S.; Solomon, N.; Adenekan, O. 2024. Strategic implications of carbon pricing on 
global environmental sustainability and economic development: A conceptual framework. International 
Journal of Advanced Economics 6(5), 139–172. https://doi.org/10.51594/ijae.v6i5.1134 

Sreenu, N. 2024. The influence of green financing on renewable energy progress in India’s tourism 
sector. Current Issues in Tourism 28(12):1941–1946. https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2024.2351147 

Tan, C. 2022. Private Investments, Public Goods: Regulating Markets for Sustainable Development. 
European Business Organization Law Review, 23(1): 241–271. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40804-021-
00236-w 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su8020177
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-022-05192-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-020-00836-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2023.106970
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257544
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2019.1708697
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-
https://www.un.org/esa/ffd/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2015/10/
https://www.un.org/esa/ffd/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2015/10/
https://api.ecoagriculture.org/uploads/Finance_whitepaper_web_b5bdd24f1b.pdf
https://doi.org/10.51594/ijae.v6i5.1134
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2024.2351147
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40804-021-00236-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40804-021-00236-w


Financing Mechanisms for Resilient Multifunctional Landscapes | Page 19 of 20 CGIAR  

 

 

Taneja, S., Özen, E., & Kaur, S. (2022). Using green finance to promote global growth in a sustainable 
way. International Journal of Green Economics 16(3), 246. https://doi.org/10.1504/ijge.2022.128930 

Thaxton, M.; Shames, S.; Scherr, S.J. 2017. Integrated landscape management: An approach to 
achieve equitable and participatory sustainable development. United Nations Convention to Combat 
Desertification. Global Land Outlook Working Paper. 16p.  
Available at https://www.unccd.int/sites/default/files/2018-
06/4.%20Integrated+Landscape+Management__Thaxton_Shames_Scherr.pdf 

Thiele, T.; Gerber, L. R. 2017. Innovative financing for the High Seas. Aquatic Conservation: Marine 
and Freshwater Ecosystems 27(S1): 89–99. https://doi.org/10.1002/aqc.2794 

Tolliver, C.; Keeley, A. R.; Managi, S. 2020. Drivers of green bond market growth: The importance of 
Nationally Determined Contributions to the Paris Agreement and implications for sustainability. Journal of 
Cleaner Production 244, 118643. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118643 

W. Steffen, Å.; Persson, L.; Deutsch, J.; Zalasiewicz, M.; Williams, K.; Richardson, C.; Crumley, P.; 
Crtzen, C.; Folke, L.; Gordon, M.; Molina, V.; Ramanathan, J.; Rockström, M.; Scheffer, H.J.; 
Schellnhuber, U. Svedin. 2011. The Anthropocene: from global change to planetary stewardship. Ambio 
40 (7):739-761. 

Walker, T.; Ward, C.; Torquebiau, R.; Xie, H.; Anderson, W.; Perez, N.; Ringler, C.; You, L.; Cenacchi, 
N.; Hash, T.; Rattunde, F.; Weltzien, E.; Koo, J.; Carfagna, F.; Cervigni, R.; Morris, M. 2016. Agriculture: 
More water and better farming for improved food security. In Raffaello Cervigni, R. Morris, M.(ed.) 
Confronting Drought in Africa's Drylands: Opportunities for Enhancing Resilience. Washington, DC: The 
World Bank. pp 115-136. https://doi.org/10.1596/978-1-4648-0817-3_ch7 

Wallbott, L.; Siciliano, G.; Lederer, M. 2019. Beyond PES and REDD+: Costa Rica on the way to 
climate-smart landscape management? Ecology and Society 24(1):24. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-
10476-240124 

World Bank. 2020. Mobilizing Private Finance for Nature. Washington D.C. World Bank. 
http://hdl.handle. net/10986/35984 

Xie, Z.; Zhou, B.-B.; Xu, H.; Zhang, L.; Wang, J. 2021. An Agent-Based Sustainability Perspective on 
Payment for Ecosystem Services: Analytical Framework and Empirical Application. Sustainability 
13(1):253. https://doi. org/10.3390/SU13010253 

Yunus, Y. A.; Nanda, S. 2024. Exploring Sustainable Finance: A Qualitative Inquiry into Responsible 
Investment and ESG Risk Evaluation. Golden Ratio of Finance Management 4(1):01–13. https://doi. 
org/10.52970/grfm.v4i1.429 

Zamora-Cristales, R.; Gonzalez, M.; Rachmaninoff, V.; Ding, H.; Feltran-Barbieri, R.; Latawiec, A.; Strassburg, 
B.; Hernández, G.; Sánchez, C.; Tello, G. R.; Calmon, M.; Brancalion, P.; Reytar, K. 2022. Healing the 
wounded land: The role of public economic incentives in scaling up restoration efforts in six Latin American 
countries. World Resources Institute Brazil. https://doi.org/10.46830/wriib.20.00072pt.es 

Zanzanaini, C.; Thi Trần, B.; Singh, C.; Hart, A.; Milder, J.; DeClerck, F. 2017. Integrated landscape 
initiatives for agriculture, livelihoods and ecosystem conservation: An assessment of experiences from 
South and Southeast Asia. Landscape and Urban Planning 165:11-21. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
landurbplan.2017.03.010 

zu Ermgassen, S. O. S. E.; Baker, J.; Griffiths, R. A.; Strange, N.; Struebig, M. J.; Bull, J. W. 2019. The 
ecological outcomes of biodiversity offsets under "no net loss" policies: A global review. Conservation Letters 
12(6):e12664. https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12664 

https://doi.org/10.1504/ijge.2022.128930
https://doi.org/10.1002/aqc.2794
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118643
https://doi.org/10.1596/978-1-4648-0817-3_ch7
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-10476-240124
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-10476-240124
http://hdl.handle/
https://doi/
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.46830/wriib.20.00072pt.es
https://doi.org/10.1016/j
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12664


 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 CGIAR is a global research partnership for a food-secure future. CGIAR science is dedicated to transforming food, land, 
and water systems in a climate crisis. Its research is carried out by 13 CGIAR Centers/Alliances in close collaboration with 
hundreds of partners, including national and regional research institutes, civil society organizations, academia, 
development organizations and the private sector. www.cgiar.org  
 
To learn more about the Multifunctional Landscapes Science program, please visit  
www.cgiar.org/cgiar-research-portfolio-2025-2030/ multifunctional-landscape  
 
 
 
 
Contact 
Avinandan Taron, Researcher Envronmental and Resource Economist, IWMI, Colombo, Sri Lanka (a.taron@cgiar.org) 


	TECHNICAL REPORT
	Authors
	Acknowledgment
	CGIAR Multifunctional Landscapes Program
	Citation
	Disclaimer
	1. Introduction
	2. Conceptual and Analytical Framework
	3. Financing Challenges for Integrated Landscape Management
	3.1 Financing Gaps for Integrated Landscape Management
	3.2 Risk-return Perceptions and
	Information Asymmetry

	4. Typologies of
	4.1 Typologies Based on the Source of Funding
	4.2 Typologies based on Functionality
	4.3 Typologies Based on the Financing
	4.4 Typology Based on Thematic Clusters

	5. Innovations and Emerging Trends in Governance and Institutional Systems for Landscape Finance
	5.1 Institutional Roles and Coordination Mechanisms
	5.2 Policy and Regulatory Frameworks
	2. Environmental and Climate Regulations

	5.3 Multilevel Governance for Landscape Finance
	5.4 Capacity and Data Systems for Financial Accountability

	6. References

