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A B S T R A C T

Current payment for environmental service (PES) schemes face challenges in the form of evaluation of

opportunity costs and ecosystem service delivery, high transaction costs, and difficulties in ensuring

conditionality. Even when these conditions are met, PES may be undermined by a lack of inclusivity,

leading to societal conflicts over land use. We propose a new PES-type approach that we call Landscape

Labelling that seeks to overcome these problems by combining PES and product certification principles

applied at a landscape scale with local benefits realized at the community level.

Specifically, we propose that managed rural landscapes delivering valuable ecosystem services

should be awarded a ‘Landscape Label’, that would be used to identify products produced from the

landscape. A Landscape Label could also represent and indeed publicize ecosystem service delivery as

well as cultural and symbolic attributes of the landscape, as defined by local communities. This would

provide greater recognition to communities and help to empower them in negotiations with outside

agencies. Thus a Landscape Label has the potential to improve market recognition, secure premium

payments, and gain access to niche markets. The derived benefits can, in turn, secure an incentive for

managing the landscape in such a way as to continue to meet the ecosystem service criteria required for

certification. Payments for ecosystem services, under a Landscape Labelling scheme, would be delivered

to appropriate community-based organizations for investment in community and social projects that

would benefit a far wider range of people than is currently possible in current PES.

There are various challenges to the successful implementation of this scheme, an important one being

the creation of fair and transparent community-based institutions. Other challenges include the risks of

freeriders. In proposing a Landscape Label we seek to promote new ideas that have potential to overcome

challenges associated with current PES-type schemes, and in discussing their deficiencies we hope to

conceptually and practically advance PES-type approaches.

� 2009 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

The concept of ecosystems as providers of essential goods and
services for the support of human well-being lies at the heart of
the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MEA, 2005). Ecosystem
services are the multiple benefits that human societies and
individuals receive from the environment, and include water
purification and flood control by forests, carbon sequestration,
pollination, prevention of soil erosion and sedimentation, and
more intangible benefits such as aesthetic beauty and spiritual
well-being. Linking ecosystem functions with human livelihoods
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provides a basis for including conservation and environmentally
sensitive management in land-use decisions.

One promising approach for incorporating ecosystem services
in landscape management is to pay landowners for the ecosystem
services their lands provide, thereby internalizing positive extern-
alities. Thus payment for ecosystem services (PES) schemes
compensate landowners for management that provides conserva-
tion or ecosystem service benefits to other parties but which
necessarily constrains their own revenue-generating opportunities.
PES approaches have received much publicity and have been
implemented in various guises throughout temperate and tropical
countries with varying degrees of success (Pagiola et al., 2002). There
remain, however, a number of limitations that are common to most
such approaches, principal among them being high establishment
and transaction costs, low inclusivity of participation, and limited
ecosystem service provision (Wunder, 2005, 2007, 2008). These
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problems have constrained the uptake of PES schemes, and further
undermined their potential in meeting poverty alleviation and
development needs that are often concurrent with demands for
habitat conservation.

We propose a new concept for PES that seeks to overcome
some problems associated with current generation PES schemes.
We call this approach Landscape Labelling, as it integrates existing
PES ideas with the related concept of product differentiation
through certification and labelling applied at landscape scales rather
than individual farm units. We emphasise that landscapes cannot
be objectively defined a priori as a geographic area with hard
boundaries, as human-dominated landscapes include not only the
biophysical components of a geographical area, but also social,
political and psychological components of that system (WWF 2007).
In the context of Landscape Labelling the ‘landscape’ is determined
through agreements among, and by participation of, local commu-
nities who then define the area encompassed within a Landscape
Label scheme, and hence the spatial extent of the landscape itself.

We introduce the Landscape Labelling idea to advance the
debate on PES concepts in the hope that more effective ways of
implementing PES concepts that achieve multiple benefits of
conservation, ecosystem service provision and poverty alleviation
can be realistically developed. We highlight its advantages over
current systems, and potential disadvantages that represent
researchable challenges for its implementation. We expect that
the Landscape Labelling concept will be challenged, refined and
perhaps even ultimately rejected, but hope that this process will
accelerate the development of next-generation PES schemes that
overcome some of the current problems.

2. Product certification and payments for ecosystem services

Certification is the process of indicating through labelling that a
commodity complies with a set of regulations governing the
production process. As a market tool it creates niches, increases
product recognition and/or secures price premiums. It can also be
used to achieve social or environmental efficiency by defining
minimum performance requirements. Fair trade coffee and Forest
Stewardship Council certification are two well known examples of
market-based social and environmental certification initiatives
(Taylor, 2005).

PES has been defined as being (1) a voluntary transaction where
(2) a well defined ecosystem service or corresponding land use is
(3) bought by an ecosystem service buyer from (4) an ecosystem
service provider, but only if (5) the service provision is secured
(conditionality) (Wunder, 2005, 2008). Of the many PES-type
schemes, only a small subset fulfils all these criteria. Designing PES
schemes requires three steps: (1) developing a baseline to assess
additionality; (2) estimating the provider’s opportunity cost of
conservation (or restoration); and (3) establishing the needed
institutions to monitor and enforce the terms of the contracts and
distribute the benefits generated by the scheme (Wunder, 2007).
The development, application and acceptance of PES schemes face
challenges at each of these steps, principally in the form of
evaluation of opportunity costs, ensuring ecosystem service
delivery, establishing conditionality, and avoiding high transaction
costs. Even when these conditions are met, a PES may ultimately be
undermined by the failure to distribute benefits widely, leading to
societal conflicts over land use (Pagiola et al., 2005).

3. Poverty alleviation and inclusivity

PES may also be used as a tool for poverty alleviation. Various
initiatives in the Americas show that PES schemes focused on poor
rural communities can improve livelihoods (Rosa et al., 2004). Yet
there are substantial challenges to the alleviation of poverty through
PES-type approaches (Grieg-Gran et al., 2005; Pagiola et al., 2008;
Wunder, 2008). At present, beneficiaries of most PES schemes are
landowners who can enter into contractual agreements with
institutions making the payments (companies, government agen-
cies, non-government organisations, etc.). Poor people, especially
the landless, lack the requisite skills, knowledge, contacts and
resources to enter the emerging environmental markets and are
therefore excluded from benefiting from such schemes (Landell-
Mills and Porras, 2002). Smallholders tend to be excluded due to high
transaction costs, uncertainty of formal land titles and their limited
impact on ecosystem services, which undermines a credible or
substantial demonstration of additionality (Grieg-Gran et al., 2005;
Engel et al., 2008; Pagiola et al., 2008; Wunder, 2008).

Consequently, PES cannot provide ‘‘just reward for poor rural
people who take care of the environment’’ (Wunder, 2007). Poor
people are most dependent on forest resources and, in seeking to
conserve ecosystem services through a PES system, poor people
may be consequently excluded from such resources. Provision of
most PES schemes is therefore strongly targeted and may be
exclusionary (Wunder, 2008).

Transaction costs are often the biggest single barrier to
participation of the poor in PES schemes (Smith and Scherr,
2002; Wunder and Alban, 2008). High transaction costs limit
uptake by large landowners and exclude smallholders (Wunder
and Alban, 2008). Buyers of ecosystem services are also disinclined
to incur the costs of negotiating with many individual smallholders
and therefore may specifically exclude small farmers from
participation (Wunder and Alban, 2008) unless smallholders
engage in collective action through strong cooperative institutions
(Landell-Mills and Porras, 2002).

It is also far from clear that tropical rural communities, be they
poor or otherwise, actually wish to engage in such schemes
(Karsenty, 2004; Ghazoul, 2007a,b,c). PES must cover the opportu-
nity costs of participation, which extend beyond income to
encompass broader assessment of livelihood benefits and risks
(Benitez et al., 2006; Ghazoul, 2007a,b; Wunder, 2008). Opportunity
costs may be high, or at least perceived as such (Koh and Ghazoul,
2008). Problems associated with insecure land tenure, and suspicion
of outside agencies that offer contracts in return for restricting land
use options, are further barriers to participation (Pagiola et al., 2007).

Nevertheless, reward schemes that target poor smallholders do
exist, exemplified by the World Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF)
Rewarding Upland Poor for Environmental Services (RUPES)
programme (ICRAF, 2008). RUPES highlights social mobilization,
which represents community-based action to socially and
politically empower communities to engage in PES schemes,
and community-based institutions take responsibility for decision
making and conflict management. This requires that these
organizations are sensitive to gender issues and represent the
interests of the poorest members of society. RUPES experience has
shown that achieving broadly acceptable PES systems for
smallholders depends on shared perceptions of environmental
services and opportunity costs, on representative community
institutions that manage the implementation of PES schemes, and
trust between communities, regional and national governments
and external actors as a basic condition for negotiated agreements.
Similar to RUPES is the Mexican Payments for Hydrological
Environmental Services Program (Spanish acronym: PSAH)
(Munoz-Pina et al., 2008), but both RUPES and PSAH target legal
landholders who, while undoubtedly poor, are still better off than
the many smallholders with uncertain tenure or the landless poor.

4. Landscape Label concept

The scientific community is grappling with the challenges of
developing locally inclusive, cost efficient and trustworthy PES
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schemes. We propose Landscape Labelling as a potential solution
to some of these challenges by

1. Combining PES with labelling of products derived from land-
scapes that demonstrably deliver benefits through ecosystem
services.

2. Delivering the benefits of payments for ecosystem services to all
stakeholders through social and infrastructural investments;
and

3. Making available an easily accessible format at the national and
international level by which relevant information on ecosystem
service provision can be verified.

We propose that human-dominated forested landscape mosaics
that are recognised to be delivering ecosystem services against
relevant criteria, based on local and regional evaluation by appro-
priate institutions, should be acknowledged as such by granting
the use of an exclusive ‘Landscape Label’ that is applicable across
the whole landscape. This label could be used to identify a good as
originating from an ecosystem service-providing region, as well as
serving to symbolize the wide variety of ecosystem services
provided by the landscape. It could also represent and indeed
publicize the cultural and symbolic attributes of the landscape, as
defined by local communities, thereby helping to define its heritage
Table 1
Comparison of current payment for ecosystem service (PES) concepts with the Landsca
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value and uniqueness for people out with the landscape. This in turn
would provide greater recognition to communities and help to
empower them in negotiations with outside agencies (including
government or companies), and also promote landscape recognition
that could serve to generate new livelihood opportunities through,
for example, tourism.

Thus a Landscape Label potentially permits producer commu-
nities to improve market recognition, secure premium payments,
gain access to niche markets, and attain market benefits for minor
products by association through the label with more commer-
cially important products. The derived benefits can, in turn, secure
an incentive for managing the landscape in such a way as to
continue to meet the ecosystem service criteria required for
certification. A Landscape Label has other benefits in terms of
reducing transaction costs, improving inclusivity, cheaper con-
ditionality determination, allowing more flexibility in response to
changing market environments, and providing social pressure to
limit freeriding. It also poses several foreseeable problems which
we also detail below.

Exploring the feasibility of the proposed Landscape Label
scheme, and the plausibility of our expectations outlined above,
assumes that ecological, social and economic knowledge can be
properly integrated, that appropriate community based institu-
tions are established, and methods for easy and rapid verification
pe Label approach.
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Table 2
Examples of projects and initiatives that might be developed using revenues

received through Landscape Label pathways that would deliver benefits widely

across the community, regardless of land ownership, wealth or educational status.

Initiative Potential beneficiaries

Micro-credit All members of the community

Micro-insurance (for crop failure,

wildlife conflict compensation)

Farmers, coffee planters

Achieving legal recognition of

community rights

Villagers

Forest boundary delineation Villagers with community

forests

Fence construction and maintenance

(protection from wildlife)

Farmers and villagers

Improved infrastructure (road,

communication, etc.)

All members of the community

Improved health facilities All members of the community

Improved school and adult education

facilities

All members of the community

Temple maintenance Relevant religious groups

Natural disaster rescue fund All members of the community

Management of community owned

forest land

Relevant villages
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of ecosystem service delivery and conditionality criteria are
developed. We explore each of these issues in detail below.

5. The additionality of a Landscape Label

The Landscape Label integrates ideas from PES and labelling into
a single approach that has advantages over existing approaches,
but also some difficulties that will challenge its implementation
(Table 1). We examine eight features that we believe are advan-
tages over existing PES systems, and later discuss some of the
barriers to its uptake.

5.1. Inclusivity and poverty alleviation

A constraint of many current forms of PES is that they are
largely limited to landowners who can provide quantifiable and
verifiable services and who can overcome the transaction costs of
participation. This excludes landless people and smallholders for
whom participation is not possible due to lack of capacity or
because they are specifically excluded due to insufficient size. For
example, the Ecuadorian PROFAFOR scheme operates only with
landowners that have a minimum of 50 ha (Wunder and Alban,
2008). Such a cut-off, applied to India’s largest coffee growing
region of Kodagu, would exclude almost all landowners. Conflicts
can also arise among landowners and landless where, for example,
landowners might exclude landless from forest resources that
were previously accessible to them so as to avoid degradation that
may undermine the delivery of the service in question. Employ-
ment opportunities for landless labourers might also be lost if land
is set aside for conservation or ecosystem service provision.

A Landscape Label signifies effective ecosystem service provi-
sion by a landscape rather than a farm, and implicitly recognises
that landscape structure is a function of management and use by
all community members. It is on this basis that payments are made
the services provided by the landscape (carbon sequestration,
water regulation, erosion control, biodiversity conservation, etc.)
by ecosystem-service buyers (downstream communities, govern-
ment agencies, national or international NGOs, etc.) to community-
based organisations. These payments, we propose, should be
invested in social and community projects or initiatives (see
Table 2 for examples). Thus a Landscape Label scheme provides the
potential to secure benefits to all community members including
the landless poor through the development of public services and
infrastructure, and the potential provision of financial resources
(e.g. micro-credit) to all in the community, including landless.
While these benefits are indirect, they may be important in
improving access to markets through better transport systems,
providing better education and healthcare, and security through
micro-insurance, capital financing and other benefits accessible to
a wide spectrum of society (Table 2). If such benefits are indeed
realised, then incentives for sound environmental management
will be provided to the wider community.

Landscape Labelling is also inclusive in that the use of a
Landscape Label is not restricted to a particular product, as is the
case with Geographical Indications, but associated with a land-
scape. Hence any commodity derived from that landscape can use
the label to signify its production under a management system that
continues to provide ecosystem services. Thus all farmers,
regardless of the crop they are growing, can benefit in terms of
market recognition and, potentially, price premiums (see Section
5.5). Indeed, the concept may be advanced further by extending a
label to services such as tourist ‘homestays’, or to manufactured
products, artisanal commodities and other small industries. Thus
the French label ‘‘Parc Naturel Regional’’ has been known to benefit
local services based on tourism (Angeon and Caron, 2006).
Theoretically, provided the landscape as a whole continues to
deliver ecosystem services according to the criteria by which the
Landscape Label is awarded (which would be a matter of
negotiation among the community providers and external buyers
of the services), there is no reason why a label could not be used
by any kind of industry within the locality. This may allow
environmentally damaging industries to continue their activities,
thereby resolving any conflicts that might otherwise arise,
provided that their activity does not undermine the validity of
the Landscape Label according to the criteria by which it is granted
(see Section 5.7).

5.2. Transaction costs

Transaction costs may seriously limit uptake of PES. Transac-
tion costs are particularly important for ecosystem services that
can be independently and unambiguously delivered and quanti-
fied by many discrete landowners (e.g. carbon sequestration).
Watershed, landscape beauty and biodiversity services can be
more easily adapted to smallholder participation as the service
buyer is forced to engage with collectives of smallholders at a
much larger scales (Wunder, 2008; Wunder and Alban, 2008).
Negotiation with many such smallholders clearly incurs high
costs, and the success of the RUPES scheme is in its ability to
engage individuals though collective action.

The Landscape Label approach differs from RUPES and other PES
schemes in that contracts are negotiated with representative
organisations rather than individuals, and verification is based on
evaluating landscapes rather than multiple farm units. We expect
that this will reduce the number of transactions and therefore the
costs, although it is possible that these will be displaced to
community institutions who would incur the costs of negotiation
among stakeholders. This is a difficult area to evaluate as much
depends on the social and economic coherence of the local
institutions and their ability to cooperate. The Kodagu Model
Forest Trust is but one example of an attempt to bring disparate
groups together under a network by which broadly socially
acceptable outcome can be determined, but it remains to be seen
whether the transactions costs associated with establishing and
maintaining such a system prove less than individually negotiated
contracts with an equivalent number of landowners.

5.3. Bundled service provision

The perspectives that landscape scales offer allow local
communities, buyers of ecosystem services (at a range of scales),
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conservationists and others to identify and value a wide variety of
services and landscape values. Once identified the variety of
services can then be incorporated into management. This contrasts
with current buyers of ecosystem services who often target one or
a limited number of services (e.g. carbon sequestration, water
provision) within a landscape, leading to potential trade-offs with
other services that are either not recognised or undervalued.
Landscape Labelling allows for a wide variety of services to be
recognised and maintained across the landscape, depending on
local, national and international demands.

Many current PES schemes do not distinguish the appro-
priateness of land for particular service provision (exceptions
include the watershed PES scheme managed by the Costa Rican
Electricity Institute which targets specific management units for
maximal ecosystem service delivery). Thus, planting trees may
provide soil preservation services in some locations, but may be
inappropriate in wetlands that regulate water flows. Through
community participation, an integral part of the Landscape Label,
and the flexibility afforded by a landscape approach, a wide range
of ecosystem services can be incorporated into management that
takes account of the appropriate distribution of service-provid-
ing habitats.

A further advantage of a landscape scale application of PES is
that services that transcend the scale of a private landholding can
be addressed at the aggregated landscape level. Thus environ-
mental benefits that are realised only above a threshold land cover
value (e.g. large mammals that require a certain amount of forest
cover below which their populations are no longer viable), can be
addressed at the scale of the landscape, far more easily than would
be otherwise possible.

5.4. Conditionality

The success of a product certificate is dependent on the trust
that consumers place in what the certificate represents. If forest
cover is accepted as an appropriate proxy for ecosystem service
delivery, then as a coarse measure of the certificate’s validity an
opportunity for verification by anyone with access to Internet is
provided by widely available software such as Google Earth. Thus
remote sensing that provides information on changes in land cover
distribution could be made readily accessible through existing
technologies and platforms, by which consumers themselves can
verify the veracity of any Landscape Label, at least in coarse terms.
Such platforms could also raise awareness of the region in general,
with further knock-on benefits to producer communities. Remote
sensing technologies can be applied to existing PES schemes that
negotiate contracts with private landowners, but simple veritifica-
tion of this by the general public becomes exceedingly complex as
it requires the identification of the participating landholders rather
than a larger and contiguous land area as represented by a defined
landscape.

Nevertheless, ensuring adherence to a Landscape Label
requirements is likely to be complex, necessitating interaction
and agreement over many individuals, villages and community-
based institutions. This represents another way in which transac-
tion costs may be shifted from the buyers of services (who would
otherwise have to verify service provision by individual land-
owners according to specific contractual obligations) to the
providers, in the form of cooperative organisations. Verification
by buyers need be little more than analysis of remote sensing
images at appropriate time intervals with occasional ground
truthing, while it remains up to the communities to ensure that
obligations are being met and conflicts associated with such
obligations are appropriately managed.

An issue that needs further consideration concerns decisions
that should be taken by payers for environmental services under
conditions of non-compliance. If ecosystem services fail to be
delivered the expected course of action would be to reduce or stop
payments. This raises concerns regarding the morality of such
action in that payments could be providing widespread commu-
nity benefits including poverty alleviation.

5.5. Market recognition

A Landscape Label provides clear recognition of not just the
landscape, which itself would be beneficial for promoting tourism
and other income generating services, but also in improving
product recognition in the regional, national and global markets.
This offers opportunities for increasing market share and
differentiating products from competitors, but it also allows for
minor products to benefit by association with commercially
important products that use the same label. For example, were
Indian Kodagu coffee to be given a Kodagu Landscape Label, the
Kodagu name could achieve national and international recogni-
tion. Other products from Kodagu could, under the Landscape Label
structure, legitimately use the same Kodagu name and reputation
signifying their origination from a landscape that is delivering a
wide variety of ecosystem services, and thereby gain market
recognition by association, as well as recognition of the ecosystem
service values they represent.

A Landscape Label therefore need not deliver price premiums to
be beneficial, but simply provide uniform market recognition for a
wide range of products. Indeed, the Landscape Label approach does
not even depend on a large market demand for certified products
specifically, as it would be funded mainly through payments for
the services provided. As such, it has a primarily supply-side
approach. Nevertheless, labelling of products from landscapes
allows for a wide variety of producers to potentially benefit from
greater market recognition and hopefully improved competitive-
ness as a result. This will generate new additional incentives for
effective management of the landscape, but is not a necessary
condition for the effectiveness of a Landscape Label.

5.6. Community management and social pressure

The success of community-wide schemes is dependent on
effective institutional structures that provide appropriate negotia-
tion and communication pathways among the variety of commu-
nity organisations. This is particularly relevant in situations where
problems are ‘‘complex’’ (there are no clear right or wrong
answers), and where stakeholders have different levels of power
and different values and perspectives (Lauber et al., 2008). These
conditions are typical for human-dominated forested systems. Yet,
ensuring effective interaction among a diversity of local organisa-
tions and interests is one of the most serious challenges to the
implementation of landscape-level PES processes. Payments to
support a landscape are expected to be made to appropriate
institutions that will be responsible for making investment
decisions. Conflicts and corruption among and within commu-
nity-based organisations is perhaps the single most important
threat to the successful implementation of Landscape Label.
Nevertheless, there is growing awareness and knowledge regard-
ing empowerment and collaboration among community-based
organisations (Bodmer et al., 1997; Bajracharya et al., 2005;
Stearman, 2006; Antinori and Rausser, 2007; Davenport et al.,
2007; Turyahabwe et al., 2007; Thoms, 2008), and examples of
collaborative networks to secure wider community benefits are
known (Bodmer et al., 1997; Bajracharya et al., 2005; Stearman,
2006; Antinori and Rausser, 2007; Pandit et al., 2008).

One example of such a local platform is the Kodagu Model Forest
Trust (KMFT), a partnership of organisations representing diverse
groups that have interests in the environment and management of
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the Kodagu landscape. It includes as its members organisations
representing local landholders, non-governmental organisations,
the Karnataka Forest Department, community groups, and research
institutions The governance structure of KMFT includes eight
working groups each consisting of stakeholders representing all
land management interests in Kodagu. In the last 5 years KMFT has
been implementing programmes related to integrated landscape
management, including promotion of organic farming, revival of
community-based sacred forest management, and management of
human–animal conflicts. The trust is now working on expanding and
diversifying its base, reaching a larger number of stakeholders and
undertaking activities related to the valuation of ecosystem services
and the opportunity for labelling schemes with support from
external donors like the European Union, the FAO and the French
Agence Nationale de la Recherche.

While KMFT does not yet include representatives from the
landless poor and tribal communities, there is the potential to
develop the network in this direction. It could then be used as a
platform to develop new innovative schemes by empowering
components of the community that have been previously margin-
alised owing to a lack of social or political power (Garcia and Pascal,
2006).

Other examples of innovative community-based institutions
responsible for the regulation and delivery of PES schemes include
Zimbabwe’s well-publicised CAMPFIRE programme (Frost and
Bond, 2008). The Chimboco communities in Bolivia have developed
autonomous self-managing institutions to regulate water use and
manage water-related conflicts (Wunder and Vargas, 2005). The
Ugandan Wildlife Authority has implemented Community Pro-
tected Area Institutions that help local communities to establish
local environmental projects (Austin, 2006). Evaluation of com-
munity-based natural resource management institutions in
Australia reveals the importance of inspirational leaders in
establishing collective goals for effective resource management
(Pero and Smith, 2008). The role of inspirational leaders can be
filled by appropriate NGOs, as demonstrated in India (Bawa et al.,
2008). The opportunities and challenges of collaborative commu-
nity-based institutions in environmental management are dis-
cussed further by Margerum (2008) and Balint (2006).

5.7. Flexibility in decision making

Another limitation of PES is that landowners are contractually
bound to restrict their activities on their land, and therefore are
limited in the extent to which they can respond to changing
commodity markets. This restriction of their management choices
makes landowners somewhat wary of PES, as has been demon-
strated in Bolivia and Nicaragua (Robertson and Wunder, 2005;
Pagiola et al., 2007). However, assessing ecosystem service
provision at the aggregated scale of the landscape allows greater
flexibility regarding land use decisions, and allows for develop-
ment when opportunity costs at a particular location are high, so
long as this development is compensated elsewhere within the
landscape. This raises the potential for landscape-wide offset
market, permitting landowners to balance environmentally
damaging activities and thereby retain the benefits of a Landscape
Label. Such flexibility is likely to make a Landscape Label more
attractive to wide participation as increased opportunity costs can
be accommodated through reforestation or improved forest
protection elsewhere within a landscape.

This becomes particularly important when marginal benefits
from service provision differ across the landscape and where
investment in environmental management delivers variable
benefits in terms of ecosystem service provision depending on
initial conditions, habitat features, location within the landscape,
etc. Applying PES at landscape scales that encompass many
landholders and communities offers a potential solution by
which problems associated with non-constant marginal envir-
onmental benefits can be overcome. Under a Landscape Label
approach variation in marginal benefits are averaged across a
larger landscape scale as it is at this scale that ecosystem service
provision is evaluated and rewarded. This allows for more
acceptable environmental management whereby maximum
benefit can be achieved at lower cost wherever in the landscape
it is efficient to do so. This, of course, permits flexibility in
decision making at smaller scales as landowners are not obliged
to undertake environmental investments where the costs of
doing so exceed the rewards received, yet they are simulta-
neously not excluded from the wider benefits of participation in
PES to which they might contribute in other ways.

5.8. Inclusion of non-market values and local community perceptions

It is possible that a Landscape Label could represent more than
just goods and services that have market value, but also non-
market values including the cultural and spiritual importance of
landscape features, as well as natural heritage, notably biodiver-
sity. Many tropical landscapes are rich in biodiversity that has little
present economic value, or may harbour species that have local
religious or spiritual symbolism but little significance for buyers of
ecosystem services globally. In Kodagu sacred forest groves and
trees have immense importance and a Landscape Label could
identify and catalogue such features and thereby empower local
communities in their actions to conserve such features in the face
of external development pressures. Additionally, to avoid conflicts
among landowners and landless it is important that a Landscape
Label recognises local values and use of habitats. If such values are
incorporated in this approach then it can serve to minimise or
avoid conflicts between landowners seeking to protect their forest
under Landscape Label conditions, and landless who extract
resources from such habitats. In Kodagu, conflicts between
landowners and landless are more likely to be related to the
distribution of PES benefits, while the conflict over resource access
is more an issue between state institutions (i.e. the Forest
Department) and citizens, both landed and landless. A Landscape
Label should therefore reduce distortions in the distribution of
benefits, while providing increased recognition to landless poor or
smallholders by explicitly including them as beneficiaries. The
question of recognizing the claims of tribal groups over the forest is
a delicate issue, but a Landscape Label can raise awareness of
community management of forests and sacred groves.

6. Barriers to uptake of a Landscape Label

Barriers to the adoption of landscape labels may also include a
lack of awareness among the farmers about the concept of labelling
or ecosystem services provided by the landscape. Producers may
also not appreciate the importance of PES conditionality, i.e. the
need to maintain service provision to continue to receive PES
payments, and to justify an associated Landscape Label. Such
obstacles, however, are common to all PES schemes.

There remain several unresolved, or at least poorly resolved,
concerns with regard to a Landscape Label specifically, including
dealing with freeriders, managing conditionality, avoiding leakage
(i.e. spatial displacement of degrading activities), ensuring
effective functioning of cooperative institutions, and dealing with
disturbances beyond the control of the communities (e.g. atmo-
spheric pollution or climate change). Community relations (e.g.
between landowners and other community groups) may become
strained as any PES necessarily restricts the range of livelihood
options available to landowners. The linking of a PES (that benefits
the farmer) to a Landscape Label (that benefits the wider
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community) could improve such relations by ensuring that the two
groups have common goals. Peer pressure may act to minimise
freeriding, but may also create and exacerbate conflicts. Opt-out
agreements for individual landowners allows for flexibility in
decision making, but may erode the Landscape Label concept if too
much flexibility is allowed. Leakage is less likely in a Landscape
Label approach as the assessment for the delivery of services is
made at the scale of the entire landscape, but this would not
account for displacement beyond the boundaries of the landscape.
We cannot address all these issues in detail within the scope of this
paper, nor are we sure how they should be addressed, but we hope
that the description of the concept generates discussion that will
lead to the development of improved PES systems that provide the
advantages listed above without, ultimately, the disadvantages
that we readily recognise.

7. Conclusion

The Landscape Label concept differs from other PES approaches
as it specifies a landscape-wide PES scheme, invests funds into
community-based projects that have the potential to benefit a far
wider range of people than might otherwise be the case, bundles
together products, services and ecosystem functions, and yet
allows for additional benefits to land-owners through product
differentiation. Payments made to community-based institutions
to support community projects (e.g. micro-insurance, micro-
credit, education and health infrastructure, improved transporta-
tion and communication networks, etc.) benefit a much wider
range of community members, regardless of social status, and
instigate social pressure acting against freeriders. Additionally, by
raising awareness of the landscape in the wider social and political
environment, it offers possibilities to improve communities’
abilities to achieve official recognition of traditional management
practices and land and resource rights. There are clear benefits over
existing PES schemes, and yet there are also major obstacles to be
investigated and overcome if Landscape Label is to make a useful
contribution in real terms. Through this paper we hope to generate
new ideas and promote discussion by which PES approaches
overall can be advanced and improved.
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