Draft criteria for assessing the performance of Technical and Scientific Cooperation Centres and the Global Coordination Entity

Background
In decision 16/3 paragraph 25(c) the Parties requested the Secretariat to develop, in collaboration with the Informal Advisory Group and in line with the indicators outlined in document CBD/TSC/IAG/2024/1/2, the criteria for evaluating the performance of the regional and subregional support centres (TSCCs) and of the global coordination entity (GCE). 
At its fifth meeting, the Informal Advisory Group noted that any assessment of the performance of the regional and subregional support centres, as well as the global coordination entity, should be firmly anchored in existing decisions of the Conference of the Parties. In this regard, key reference points include the core functions of the centres and the global coordination entity, the guiding principles of the technical and scientific cooperation mechanism, and relevant elements of the Kunming‑Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework and its associated monitoring framework. 
At the same meeting, the Informal Advisory Group provided advice on the draft terms of reference for the independent evaluation of the technical and scientific cooperation mechanism. Subsequently, at the sixth meeting of the Subsidiary Body on Implementation, Parties, through recommendation 6/5, recommended the adoption, by COP 17, of the draft terms of reference contained in the annex. Section II of the annex, which addresses the evaluation of the technical and scientific cooperation mechanism, refers to the criteria for assessing the performance of the technical and scientific cooperation support centres and calls for the use of the indicators proposed by the Informal Advisory Group at its third meeting.
The GCE has received 13 of the 15 TSCC workplans to date. These submissions provide additional valuable inputs to inform and refine the criteria for assessing TSCC performance.
Draft criteria and framework for assessing the performance of the TSCCs
The table below consolidates the key elements that inform the definition of the criteria, namely: the core functions of the TSCCs as set out in decision 15/8; the indicators contained in section II of the annex to SBI 6/5; and a compilation of common outputs reflected in TSCC workplans.
	Key reference points for defining the assessment criteria


	Core functions of TSCCs from 15/8
	Indicators from annex in SBI 6/5
	Common outputs from TSCC workplans

	Promote and facilitate demand-driven TSC including through joint research programmes
	Number of joint research programmes
	Technical and scientific cooperation facilitated 

	Promote and facilitate TT including joint ventures 
	Number of technological applications adopted across countries
	Technology transfer facilitated 

	
	Number of joint technological development ventures
	

	Provide access to scientific knowledge, expertise, tools and other resources
	Number of tools and technical resources exchanged
	Knowledge products, tools and systems developed

	Provide access to information on opportunities for TSC
	Number of technical and scientific cooperation opportunities made available
	Helpdesk services provided

	Mobilize resources for TSC
	Proportion of financial resources mobilized against estimated budgets
	Resources mobilized and partnerships established

	Facilitate matchmaking
	Number of successful matchmaking efforts
	Matchmaking facilitated

	Catalyze and support TSC projects and programmes
	Number of countries receiving support
	Support to NBSAP and KMGBF implementation provided

	
	Number of expert exchange programmes
	

	Strengthen capacities of other institutions to facilitate TSC
	
	Technical support and capacity-building delivered

	Facilitate knowledge sharing and organizational learning
	
	Knowledge exchange and peer learning facilitated

	Share good practices and lessons
	
	




Considering the key reference points outlined above, and to consolidate related concepts into a manageable and coherent framework, six overarching criteria are proposed for use in assessing the performance of the TSCCs:
1. Success in identifying and responding to the technical and scientific cooperation and technology transfer needs of Parties.
2. Achievement of tangible and measurable results across capacity-building, technical assistance and cooperation and technology transfer.
3. Development and facilitation of access to knowledge products and technical tools that support effective implementation.
4. Success in facilitating knowledge sharing and learning through peer exchange, dissemination of good practices and lessons learned, leading to improved practices and replication.
5. Establishment and strengthening of strategic and results-oriented partnerships among countries, institutions and relevant stakeholders.
6. Success in mobilization and leveraging of financial, technical and in-kind resources to support technical and scientific cooperation and technology transfer.
In addition to these criteria, it is important to define a framework to facilitate the assessment.  Given the diversity of institutional contexts, mandates, and resource environments in which TSCCs operate, it is important for each Centre to contextualize its achievements and constraints against agreed objectives, while promoting ownership, learning, and adaptive management.
The following generic performance scale can be used:
0 – Nothing done 
1 – Minimal (isolated or pilot actions) 
2 – Moderate (repeatable but limited delivery) 
3 – Strong (regular, multi activity or multi partner delivery) 
4 – High (sustained, trusted, and value adding delivery)

The following table combines the criteria, assessment scale and possible indicators to be used as evidence for the scoring.
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	Assessment Criterion	Comment by Mokany, Karel (Environment, Black Mountain): While using abbreviated text for each criteria in this table is understandable - to save space - using the full descriptions for each criteria (given in the preceding text) will help avoid ambiguity. 
	0 – Nothing
	1 – Minimal
	2 – Moderate
	3 – Strong	Comment by Mokany, Karel (Environment, Black Mountain): I’m not sure that this performance level is practically distinguishable from ‘High’. Likely it would be simpler and clearer to remove this level and retain the others.
	4 – High

	1. Identifying and responding to TSC & TT needs of Parties	Comment by Han De Koeijer: Officially the TSC mechanism is a demand driven mechanism according to CBD COP 15/8 paragraph 26 a. The assessment should therefor not be like now but something like : 0 no needs responded to; 1 10 % of needs responded to; 2 10-50 % of ….. Etcetera?
	No needs identified or responded to
	Initial identification or one response
	Responses delivered to ≥2 Parties	Comment by Mokany, Karel (Environment, Black Mountain): This would also be high (i.e 200 is > 2).
Perhaps better to say ‘a small number’ or ‘occasionally’, or else pick a range (e.g. 2-5).

Also, given the other feedback from the TSC-IAG, due to the different number of parties associated with each TSCC, phrasing the performance levels in terms of proportions of parties associated with the TSCC could be more flexible (e.g. ‘25-75% of parties’). 
	Regular responses across countries
	Sustained demand-driven engagement	Comment by Mokany, Karel (Environment, Black Mountain): Here it would be useful to have numeric guidance as to the difference between the terms used - ‘regular’ and sustained’. For example, is regular about 1 per month ?

	Indicators (non-exhaustive)	Comment by Mokany, Karel (Environment, Black Mountain): I think there’s potential for confusion between the rows like this noting the potential multiple alternative indicators, and the performance level descriptions of the row above, which tend to be phrased in terms of one of the indicators. 

Also, while the idea of performance levels is nice, there’s likely strong value in also collecting the quantitative metrics associated with specific indicators, as documented in the middle column of the preceding table. It’s not clear whether that is intended or not. It would be disappointing not to collect those metrics. It would make it easier for the TSCCs to know what they need to track, and for an evaluation to allocate a performance level based on the metrics and the different circumstances of each TSCC. 
	Indicative indicators: draw from SBI 6/5 and workplan indicators, ex: number of Parties participating in needs assessments, number of helpdesk inquiries addressed

	2. Tangible results in capacity-building, TA & TT
	No delivery
	One tangible activity delivered	Comment by Han De Koeijer: Again this should also be based on the percentage of results linked to the demands?
	Multiple activities or countries supported
	Regular delivery with measurable outputs
	Consistent multi-country delivery with use

	Indicators (non-exhaustive)
	Indicative indicators: draw from SBI 6/5 and workplan indicators, ex: number of matches made

	3. Knowledge products and technical tools
	No products or tools
	One product/tool developed	Comment by Mokany, Karel (Environment, Black Mountain): For all the levels of this criterion, the descriptions should be broader, including products / tools developed or facilitated.	Comment by Han De Koeijer: I agree with Karel on this taking into account that it isn’t the main role of the centers to develop tools. It is mentioned “including  …. The development ……..
	Two or more products/tools developed
	Regular production aligned to needs; some uptake evidence
	Products/tools actively used or requested	Comment by Mokany, Karel (Environment, Black Mountain): Doesn’t the ‘moderate’ level description meet this description too ?
In general, the descriptions of the performance levels need to be refined to more clearly distinguishable from the other levels.

	Indicators (non-exhaustive)
	Indicative indicators: draw from SBI 6/5 and workplan indicators, ex: number of tools exchanged

	4. Knowledge sharing and peer learning
	No knowledge sharing
	One dissemination or exchange
	Multiple exchanges
	Regular peer learning and exchanges
	Evidence of learning uptake	Comment by Mokany, Karel (Environment, Black Mountain): It seems something like ‘highly frequent peer learning and exchanges’ would fit better given how the other levels are described.

Again, for all of these, it would be useful to indicate what counts as ‘regular’ etc (e.g. monthly ?)	Comment by Han De Koeijer: I would again use percentages of peer to peer and knowledge sharing based on requests/ demands from parties. Evidence of uptake can’t be defined and even if used it will depend on the percentage of uptake based on the number of exchanges?

	Indicators (non-exhaustive)
	Indicative indicators: draw from SBI 6/5 and workplan indicators, ex: number of peer-to-peer exchanges organized

	5. Productive partnerships
	No partnerships
	Informal engagement
	At least one joint output
	Multiple productive partnerships
	Partnerships add clear value	Comment by Mokany, Karel (Environment, Black Mountain): Ideally this would be worded in a way that was less vague and less open to interpretation	Comment by Han De Koeijer: Agree with Karel: I would change from 3 onwards to 3. formal engagement with partners 4. X - Y Percentage of partnerships used to reply to demands from Parties 5.  Y- Z percentage …..

	Indicators (non-exhaustive)
	Indicative indicators: draw from SBI 6/5 and workplan indicators, ex: number of partnerships initiated, formalised, or operationalised

	6. Mobilisation and leveraging of resources
	No resources mobilised
	Initial mobilisation efforts	Comment by Mokany, Karel (Environment, Black Mountain): These performance level descriptions are all quite vague and open to interpretation. This is one criterion where perhaps the performance level concept doesn’t work so well, given the different circumstances of each TSCC. Perhaps just the highly quantitative metrics are actually more useful, and any evaluator can take into account the nature of that particular TSCC ? For example,  the dollar equivalents of direct &/or in-kind resources mobilised and leveraged. Perhaps also the number of resource arrangements; or number of organisations contributing resources.	Comment by Han De Koeijer: Percentage of budget foreseen in workplan see indicator? 
	Some resources mobilised
	Multiple resources mobilised
	Resources significantly expand scope

	Indicators (non-exhaustive)
	Example of indicators: Proportion of financial resources mobilized against budgets; Total amount of financial resources mobilized	Comment by Sojung Kang: Cooperation opportunities quite broad to be in no.6



 
Draft criteria for assessing the performance of the Global Coordination Entity
In decision 16/3, Annex II, paragraph 7, the Conference of the Parties set the initial term of service of the host organization of the global coordination entity to the end of 2030 and decided that the performance of the entity would be evaluated as part of the independent evaluation of the TSC mechanism to be commissioned by the Secretariat before the nineteenth meeting of the Conference of the Parties.
The table below presents key elements to inform the definition of the criteria for assessing the performance of the GCE, related to its functions outlined in paragraph 28 of decision 15/8 and the operational modalities and procedures provided in Annex II of decision 16/3.
	Core functions of GCE stated in 15/8, para 28
	GCE modalities and procedures (decision 16/3. Annex II)

	Facilitate coordination, collaboration and synergies among the regional and/or subregional centres
	Modalities for promoting and maintaining coordination, collaboration and synergies among TSCCs 

	Facilitate the sharing of experiences and lessons learned among the TSCCs
	

	Coordinate a standardized approach in the delivery of support tools
	Criteria for priority setting and programming, including guidelines for the delivery of support tools

	Mobilize additional resources for the technical and scientific cooperation programmes of the TSCCs
	Criteria for the identification of organizations and experts that can be mobilized to assist TSCCs

	Operate a global helpdesk to provide information, advice and technical support at the request of the TSCCs
	Modalities for operationalizing a help desk

	Ensure balance and equity among regions to facilitate access to information on opportunities for the TSCCs
	Modalities for ensuring balance and equity among regions in the delivery of support

	Support the TSCCs to align their work with KMGBF and the Convention
	Guidelines and modalities for enabling the TSCCs to align their work with the Convention and its Protocols and the Framework

	Assist the regional and/or subregional centres in the reporting of their work for the consideration of COP
	Guidelines, templates and procedures for assisting the regional and subregional support centres with reporting on their work to COP

	
	Guidelines for ensuring the active engagement of IPLCs, women, youth and other relevant stakeholders



Considering the key functions and modalities mentioned above, four overarching criteria are proposed for use in assessing the performance of the GCE:
1. Success in strengthening coordination, coherence and synergies across the network of TSCCs, resulting in more integrated, complementary and efficient delivery of technical and scientific cooperation.
2. Development, standardization and facilitation of access to shared tools, guidance and support services, including technical assistance and advisory support, that enhance the quality, consistency and effectiveness of TSCC operations.
3. Success in facilitating knowledge sharing, peer learning and organizational learning across the TSCC network, including the systematic dissemination and uptake of good practices and lessons learned.
4. Success in mobilizing, coordinating and leveraging financial, technical and in-kind resources to support TSCC programmes, while promoting equitable access to resources across regions and reducing disparities in capacity and funding.	Comment by Han De Koeijer: This one isn’t possible according to me taking into account the number of countries served by the different centres, European countries can’t access most common funds for Biodiversity like GEF, Kunming fund etcetera
