Value for money analysis of
GEF Land degradation
projects
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GEF land degradation
project valuations




Findings about location
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3. Data integration

Methodology



NDVI
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Findings: NDVI




Causal tree
Forest cover

Forest Landcover
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near urban
areas

Findings: Forest cover




43.52 108,800 $7,500,000

tons of carbon sequestered tons of carbon sequestered Average per project contributed
per hectare per project location from carbon sequestration alone

Findings




Use a learning-based approach Collect the exact geographic information
as an initial screening tool for  of GEF land degradation activities on an
project planning ongoing basis

Suggestions




