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AUSTRALIA
AUSTRALIA

S ATITRALTA

peer SNty

Department of the

ENVIRONMENT

TERRITQRIES

Dr Calestous Juma

Executive Secretary

Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity
World Trade Centre

413 St. Jacques Street, Office 630

Montreal, Quebec, CANADA H2Y IN9

Dear Dr Juma

I write in reply to your letter of 5 January 1996, which sought our comments on the
Review of the Effectiveness of the Financial Mechanism of the Convention on Biological
Diversity.

Australia supports the broad approach adopted by the Secretariat in
UNEP/CBD/COP/2/19. In seeking to refine :his approach we consider it is important to
bear in mind several principles, which should underpin the review. First, it should be
focussed on a limited number of objectives that are appropriate to the circumstances of the
Convention. In this context we consider that the objectives in paragraph 13, and the
content components in paragraph 16, of UNEP/CBD/COP/2/19 are appropriate. It would
not be useful to expand the parameters of the review beyond these achievable objectives.

Secondly, the review should not be a burdensome task requiring significant human
resources and time. To ensure this, the review should not "reinvent the wheel". That 1s,
where possible it should use evaluative material that has been prepared by sources outside
the Convention Secretariat. Clearly, the GEF itself will produce a significant range of
useful information, including its report to each Convention Conference of the Parties
(COP), its annual report, and its operational reports. GEF implementing agencies also
publish useful material on their GEF operations. It may be appropriate for the Review to
consider the lessons learnt in the recently completed review of the Montreal Protocoi
Multilateral Fund. We would encourage liaison with the Montreal Protocol Secretariat on
this.

Thirdly, the review should be extensively complemented by the products of the GEF's
monitoring and evaluation program which is currently being developed. Australia

constders that this program promises to be one of the strengths of the restructured GEF.
When fully operational it should provide a wealth of information in support of the
Convention's review objectives, particularly information on the impact and cutcome of ..
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biodiversity activities, including small grant projects, undertaken by the GEF. It should
also provide syntheses of issues such as the performance of the GEF across focal areas and
regions. In addition, non government organisations that monitor the GEF's operations,
will be an important source of intelligence on the preformance of the GEF.

We suggest that the Convention Secretariat, in the course of its continuing close contact
with the GEF Secretariat, keep abreast of developments with the monitoring and
evaluation program and contribute to its development, as appropriate, in order to ensure
biodiversity issues are addressed. As part of its work in 1997 on a monitoring and
evaluation system, the GEF is developing appropriate indicators to facilitate measurement
of the extent to which program and project objectives are being achieved. For Australia's
part, our GEF Council Member will contribute to the development of this system and we
would encourage the Convention Secretariat to do likewise.

To clarify our view on the usefuiness of the GEF processes for the COP's review, we note
in the table attached those GEF products which might inform the elements proposed for
the review in paragraph 19 of UNEP/CBD/COP/2/19. These are in addition to the GEF's
reports to each COP on the operation of the institutional structure of the financial
mechanism. There will undoubtedly be additional GEF papers which will be of assistance.

Fourthly, Australia considers that the review process should be a Secretariat responsibility
based on ongoing processes, rather than a discrete activity to be undertaken by outside
consuitants, for example, which is launched every three or so years. This means that the
Convention Secretariat should monitor the operation of the GEF on a routine basis
through its periodic formal and informal contacts with the GEF Secretariat, and through
ongoing examination of relevant GEF materials. The Convention Secretariat's role should
be to ensure close and cooperative contact with the GEF Secretartat in order that the COP
can be assured that its interests are being addressed. Consequently, immediately prior to
the end of each three year review period, the Secretariat, with limited consultancy
assistance as required, would prepare a review report for COP which would distil the
Secretariat's in-depth understanding of the GEF. We do not consider that it is necessary
to undertake a large scale review, with a large review team deployed to the field, to
address the review objectives.

We do, however, consider that the Convention Secretariat should have a central role in
interpreting the material it receives from the GEF. We would not consider it appropriate
for GEF reports to be presented directly to COP for consideration, even if they were to be
crafted in terms and formats that addressed COP's guidance. It will be crucial for the
integrity of the review process. particularly in terms of transparency and accountability to
the COP, for the review documentation on which COP will deliberate, to be the rasult of
work by a body independent of the GEF and directly responsible to COP.

As a result of the approach proposed above, we do not see a need for the COP to convene
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special working groups, such as the Ad Hoc Working Group canvassed in paragraph 22 of
UNEP/CBD/COP/2/19, to refine the scope of the review.

In summary, Australia considers that the optimal approach to the COP's reviews would be
a Secretariat study, sourced in large part from GEF documentation, which broadly is based

on the following aspects of UNEP/CBD/COP/2/19:

« the objectives in paragraph 15;
» the contents in paragraph 16 ; and
» the elements in paragraph 19.

We hope these observations are useful in your further development of the detail of the
Convention's review process.

Yours sincerely

ennie Ludlow

Director
Biodiversity Unit
i, March 1996
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Attachment
GEF products which might inform the elements
proposed for the review in paragraph 19 of UNEP/CBD/COP/2/19

Review Elements GEF Information Sources, including
a) effectiveness in providing financial resources
- access o financial resources by eligible countries work programs annual reports corporate business

plan corporate budget quarterly operational reports
- effectiveness of the institutional structure for the project cycle document work programs annual
reparation and execution of projects reports monitoring and evaluation reports

-_sustainability of funded projects annyal reports monitoring and evaluation reports
- capacity of the institutional structure to generate operational reports
additional financial resources
accommodation of specilic characteristics of operational strategy for biodiversity annual reports

biglogical diversity

b) application of the relevant provisions of the
Convenlion and the guidance of the COP

- predicability and timely Jow of [unds operational repors (for approval dates etc)

- adequacy of funding for the period of each medium | reports on the approval rate of country driven

work program project proposals )

- _accountability to the COP ‘ [ull range of matcrials

- cligibilily criteria of counlrics {ull range of materials{COP decision based on
Parties' views]

- application of the program prioritics determined operational strategy for biodiversity annuai reports

by lhe COP monitoring and evaluation reports

<) unpact and outcome of funded activities on:

-_the conscervalion of biclogical diversity annual reports menitoring and cvaluation reoorts

- the sustainable use of biological diversity annual reports moniloring and evaiuation reports
compouenls

- the fair and caquitable sharing of benefits annuai reports monitoring and evaluation rcports




UNEP/CBD/COP/3/Inf.1
Page 7

REPUBLICA DE CHILE
MmISTIAIO Of AKLACIOMES SXTZANORLS

EMBALADA EN XENYA
*

NG 43-C-3/95

La Representacidn Permanente <a Chile
anta 2! Programa de las Nacicnes Unidasg para al Medic Ambiante
(PNUMA) saluda muy atantamenta al Sacretario ciecutiva de 1a
Canvencidén de la Diversidad 8ioldgica y tiene el honor de
refarirse a su Nota da facha 4 de Enaero pasado, medianta la cual
solticita 1a apinién dal Gobierno.da Chila respecsto de una sarie
da Resoluciones da la Sagunda Cenfarencia da 1as Partas (Iﬂ/10,

-~ II/4, II/9, II/8, IL/3 vy I1/12}).

Scbra el particular, asta Raprasentacidn
Parmanenta cumpls con informar a ta Secrataria Elecutiva Qqus,

afectuadas las consultas dal casa ante las autoridades
pertinrentas de Chile, estas han informado que sa encusntran an
plena elabaracidn y andlisis da los referides documentes, razén
par la cual no ha sidc posibie hasta eata facha hacarlos “1lagar
ct¥icialmenta a la Sacretaria Eiocutiva, '

En considaracidén a ig antearfor, bsta
Reprasantacidén Parmanante se parmita solicitar al  Sefar
Secratario Sjecutiva que sa prarroge ail plazo fijado a Chile para

- Ta recepcidn de dichos antecedentss hasta finag dal pPraseantaimes
da marzo.

La Aspresantacidn Parmanenta de: Chile
ante sl Programa de las Naciones Unidas para ail Medio Ambiante
a@pravecha fa gpartunidad para retterar al Sedor Sacratario

Elecutive las saguridades de su ‘mas alta v distinguida
Censideracidén,

Nairabi, 19 ds Marzo de 1936
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CHINA

II. On the guidelimes of the review of th%?. effeciiveness of the financial mechanism of the
Coavention oa Biodiversity i '

First, the executive secretary is icindly asked to explore the possibility foc the exwa and
new financial resources. As to the interim ﬁnaﬁdal mechanism, it is suggested:

l. Mairtaining the cousistence of the ':poliéy, i.e. the coosistence of policy between the
restructured GEF with GEF in the piot phase; the consistence of financial siructure between the
financial mechanism of the comveution and the perspective

2. The macro-guideline of the meetmg o;f the contracdng party-to CBD, i.e. GEF should be
auided by the meeting of the coatracting party to CBD by the macro-meags.

3. The concentration of the progr«unmes;! the small scale but large amount of the programmes
can not take the advantage of the global biodiversity-conservation.
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FINLAND
{18 @ ® MINISTRY OF THE ENVIRONMENT TELEFAX
L e S POBox 399. 00121 Helsinki, Fintand
Number
Date: 28 March 1996 . of pages: 1
To: Secretarlat for the Convention on Biological Diversity

World Trade Centre

413 St. Jaques Streat
Montreal, Canada

Fax: 994-1-514-288 6588

From: Anneli Sund
: Senior advisor
Intarnational Aflairs
p. +358-0-1991 9485
fax. +358-0-833 108

Dear Sir,

Referring to your letter of 5 January 1998 concerning comments on the Guide-
lines of the review of the Effectiveneass of the Finacisl Mechanism of the Conven-
tion on Biological Diversity we would like to draw attention to a couple of ele-
ments which we see important in reviewing the effectiveness of the financial
mechanism. Qur comments relate 1o the capital 2.4. Possibie elements to be Inclu-
ded in the guidelines snd paramelers for review, para 19 :

sub-para a) EHectiveness in providing financial resources

We wouid like emphasize and hence add the following eiements:
- cost affectiveness of the Tunded activities
- transparency and accountability of the financial mechanism and and tha
funded activities

sub-para c} Impact and outcome of funded activities on -
We would like to underline the importance of the impact of the funded activities
on enhancing public environmental awarnass and national capacity buiiding

Wa apologize for delay in saending our comments.

Yoyrd sincerely
%ﬁf’fw / 1

nneli Sund '
Senior advisor

Ministry of the Environmant
{the focal point to tha Convantion of Blological Divarsity}
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GERMANY

' . financial mechanism of the Omventim A

. -

-'_-:With regard to the options on Ihe ﬂmetabte and Ihe natura of the raview Germany concurs '-_
.'1““‘"'03t°fﬂleproposaismadebythe3emtadat :

“operation” of te ﬂnandal mechnism {para 8, ). We agree. that this review;hould be.i. .
" based on regular consideration of the reports presented by the GEF, but not duplicete this 2
work. Conceming the proposed comprahensive assessment of the perfonnance of lhe GEF
N the CoP should also rely on instruments and information available, for example the M&E
 structura of the GEF and the STAP. Tha evaluation of projects (ex arite as well as expost)
be!ongstothelrmandates mCoPmay.pursuanttoArtz‘l(Z)ofﬂwConvenm s
. determine the criteria and guidelines for such an evaluation of the utflization of the ﬁnandal
- resources: msmeans ﬂwathe"twoop&ons whimhavebeenptnfomardbyﬂ'aa
. Secretariat in para. 17 for initial steps to lnrhate the assessment both have taken up

In general Germany would like to express its impression that it might be tod eady for_ a.

" review of the impact and outcome of activities funded and their contribution to the ,
roalization of the objectives of the Convenﬁon (para._ 15, ). Many of the activities funded
and started at this stage mainly concem  the support of national assessments of biodiversity,

- of reporting, of the formulation of national strategies and programms. These activities will be
followed by Implemenhng measuses that directly contribute to the reaﬁzation of the |
_objectves of the convenbon ' - :

Germany holds that cost-affectiveness is an important criteria for the evaluaﬁén of the
financial mechanisn. It shouid be Incuded in the guidelines and parameters for review
(para. 2.4). ' '
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MADAGASCAR

Cher Monsieur,

Conformémert aux paragraphes 2 e J de [a décisicn U/6 adeptée lors de la deuxieme réunion
de la Conférence des Parties et suite A votre carrespondance du 5 janvier 1996, nous avens "hanneur
de vous fzire part de notrs sourien au proje de produre pounetiat Je facs les lignes dircinesa
rézissant cet examen cité en objet.

N'ayant pu achever les procédures de ratification qu’en novembre demier, nous tenens
cependant i faire remarquer que Madagascar n’a pas encore pu bénéficier de c= mécaniame dans le
cadre de I"appiication de la Conventien. Sauf en ce qui conceme [e financement de la Monographie
sur [a biodiversité malgache par GEF Trust Fund et ceiut par PNUD du projet Pre-Investment
Facility/GET sur la définition des pricrités de conservation en 1995,

Etant en phase d’évaluation et de pré-négociation avec les Bailleurs de fonds potentieis de
UV rcdcition Ada nerem Pragenmma Envirgunmental I Iz gestion durable dea retacirecx de la
biadivoroité 3 prond touts ton importance par una nruveils dimengion rransversale touchantt toutes
les composantes 3 réaiiser. '

Le GEF restructurd serait cetts fois-ci disposé a financer certains projets ou voiets relatifs aux
problémes de la biodiversité, en appui aux actions des principaux  Bailleurs de fonds deja

cpérationnels dans divers domaines environnementaux (ors de {a lére phass du PAE: Banque
Mondiale, USAID, PNUL, L*‘OW%E’, Suisae, KI"W, Frameo, Uhuwn zu.lupénuse, .

Dans tout ce contexte, il apparait que nous manquens encore d'informations assez claires sur
le mode de fonctionnement du meécanisme financier de GEF dans la muse en application de la
Convention, notamment sur :

- les avis fournis par ia CDP aux fins d'accés et 4'utilisation des ressqurces tinancieres;

- les critéres d agribution et d'utlisation des ressources qui nous sembiaient jusqu'ici tres
complexes et assez lourds.

Toujours eat-il que nous avens assaye, en copcertation avec les Bailleurs de fonds depus
1994, pour ia préparation de notre Programme Envircnnemental I1 de prendre en compte toutes les
suggesticns positives allant dans le sens de |"igibilité des projets sur la diversitd biologique au
Anancement GEF. En outre, nous souhaitons toujours que les critares &t les conditicnnalités d’octrot
sotent aussi en adéquation avec Nos Priontes udliviales.
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Enfin. nous aimenons vous (N{ormer des suuiutes 1égissant la coardination do la gection du
mecanisme financier pour [’axécution de nos programmes environnementaux depuis (931 |

- l& Comuté d'Orientation et de Suivi {COS) a comme fonction d’analyser et d"émetire son 3vis
sur les plans armuels proposés par les programmes, d'examiner le plan de financement annuel et
procsder aux ajustements nécessaires. Ce COS assurant [a coordination genérale se réunit
réguiierement 2 Madagasear au mois de décambre. T est présidé par le Ministre chargé de
["Environnement assisté par le Directeur Général de I’ONE et compte comme principaux membres
les représentants autorisés des Agences d’exscution et ceux des Bailleurs de fonds.

- te Comité du Fends pour I'Environnement (CFE), regroupant les Bailleurs, I"ONE et les
Agex, qui assure une coordination geénérale plus technique et pénodique de I'exéeoution du
programme soncomant la eiivi trimestriel des engagemernts financiers, du déroulement des activitds
inscrites dans {e programme de travail annuei et des problémes rencontrés avant 1a réunion annuelle
du COS, _

- le Secrétariat des Bailleurs de fonds établi au siége de la Banque Mondiale et dont la mission
est de tenir informe loé arganismes participants au financement, de renforcar la coordination & Ia
supervision, de capttaliser |'expérience pour guider I'exécution du programme et préparer les futures
interventions.

- Chasun dae Raiilenrs principaux assure le leadership des supervisions pour le ou les
composantes du programme qu’il finance,

- ’ONT assure (a consolidation des 2aspects financiers, |a gestion des fonds. 13 coordination de
wrativny des Snancementz et coile des pasertinme ds marché pour ["ensemble du programme dont

|"execution des composantes est sous |a responsabilité des AGEX & des cperatzurs du PAE,

En azjout au tinancement extérieur svavan dispaiate ot nen péromne ou parfoic an unie de
diminution, nos institutions environnementales et leurs partenaires avec ["appui du Gouvemement et
des Bailleurs de fonds omt déja comrnencs i chercher et i promouveir différents mécanismes qui
puutisimil assurer le financoment durabie des prajeta poer la protection de P environnement et 12
conservation des ressources naturelles renouvelables: création de Fondations; Fonds Forestier
Metional; une parrie dee racemtes dg I'écotourisme au protit dec actions de déveimperiemt Jos
pepulations dans les zones périphériques des aires protégdes; debt-for-nature swaps i travers des
ONGs internationales, etc. .

Pt suite Jo wes expénancon nouvollss et ancors tree madeetac pnur poyveir résoudre [ous nos
probiémes, il nous est agréable d'exprimer nos soutiens au Secrétariat de la Convention d’explorer
plus avant la possibilité de trouver des ressources flnanciénes additionnelles pour soutenic lec
oojectifs de la CDB et auxquelles pourraient avoir accas des pays comme le nétra.

Vous en scuhaitant bonne réception, veullez agréer, Monsieur le Secrétaire Exéautis.
les asaurances de nos considérations trés distinguees.
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H«EQQMQHOT 'rﬂ-(‘lﬂ"iOS 1inam:ieros

En relacidn =&l reporte de‘ la Secratar:.a. y de 1a .L-'.r.uy.uu_
Conferencia de las Partea resultaria apropiado rslievar la
importancia dal punto 10 del Documento UNEP/CBD/CO?/Z/IQ que
destaca la necesidad que el GEF ".'explore rmnevas modalidades .
de coopaeracldn entra sl sector. pﬁblico v privado en especial’™

en relaclon &4 uun wa&utuﬁ1 nragraga para el finenciamiento de
“madinm-sized projects™. En ests- SG'D.‘GJ.G.O Ul S Feomnvaram

~due se comtinuen lus u.-.;-"uu..:.r-ﬁ RBATH " 'lng'ra.r este f:Ln

A nivel nacional aa es5t4. trabajando en Conzresc da la
Fapiiblica una propuestza da Fondo Nacionmal del "Ambiente gque
permita financiar =-entre - otros aspechtog- proyectos para la
conservacion ds la divers*dad bioTégica :

Tambifén merece mencicnarse las funcionea del FOWANETE, como
modelo .ds fondo fiduelario destipads a Tingaciar el
mantenimiento del Sistema HNaodicnal de Areas Natnrzles
Protagidas por el Bstado a través del cual se protegen los
Parques Nacicnales, las Reservas Naciocnales, entre otro=.
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Mr Juma,
Re: Request for written contributions and infermation on:

a. The Conservation and sustainable use of Marine and coastal
biological diversity

b. Intellectual property rights

c. Transfer and development of technology under the CBD

d. Information on Forestis and biclogicai diversity.

Re: Background material
a. Knowledge, innovations and practices of indigencus and local
communities
b. Incentive measures for promoting conservation and sustainable
use of biological diversity
¢. ldentification, monitoring and assessment of biological
diversity

SOUTH AFRICA

Re: Guidelines of the review of the effectiveness aof the financial
mechanism of the CBD.

Unfortunately Scuth Africa is not yet in a position to make a

meaningful contribution with regard to the above mentioned requests.

South Africa is currently in the process of developing a strategy for
the implementation of the Conventicn on Biclogical Diversity (CBD).
As soon as this process is under way and the appropriate and
responsible organisations have been identified, we would submit the
infarmation you requested (Target date, 31 August 1996).

Yours sincerely

Kallie Naude

Assistant Director

Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism
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COMMENTS QN THE GUIDELINES OF THE REVIEW OF THE

EFFECTIVENESS OF THE FINANCIAL MECHANISM OF THE CONVENTION

ON BIOLOGICAJ. DIVERSITY.

i

Regarding the draft guidslines proposed, we wouid like to maka the

following comments:

As the document UNEP/CBD/COP/2/19 underlines in its paragraph 12,
it 1s crucial to distinguish betwesan the review of the effectiveness of the
financial mechanism and monitoring and avaluation of the utilization of
financlal resources. While the latter should be based on the consideration
of the report submitted by the GEF to each meeting of the Conferences
of the Parties, the review of the effectiveness of lhe financial

mechanism should be undartaken from a more general point of view and
raquires a longer period of tima.

Concarning the timelable for the review (paragraph 20), we support the
preposal included in the draft guidelines, namely: first review at the
fourth COP meeting in 1997 and regular reviews every thrae years
thereafter.

On the slements which could eventually be Included in the guidelines
and parameters for the review (paragraph 19}, we have the following
suggestions:

a) Effectiveness in providing financial resources,

The point on “capacity of the institutional structure to
generate additional financial resources” shcould be further
developed aor eliminated.
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b) Application of the relsvant provisions of the Convention and the
guidance of the CQOP.

The "burden-sharing” issue should not be included in the
review of the effectiveness of the financial mechanism.
This issue belongs to a broader discussion in the COP
mceting context.

In generai, the application of the relevant provisions of the
Convention and the guidance of the Caonference of the
Parties, although 'extremeiy Important. should be more an
slement of the regular monitoring and avaluation process of
the utilization of the financial resourcas,

c) impact and outcome of funded activitles,

The review should fecus an this alement.

In regard to the Modalities of the revicew (paragraphs 17 ; 18}, after
having analyzed the two proposed options, we cansider that the first
one is the mare feasible and effective, We agree ¢n the uscfulnass for
the COP of requesting the institutional structure to include important
indicatars for the review in its maonitoring and evaluation system.



SWEDEN

G
wqvg] MINISTRY OF THE ENVIRONMENT

L
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Departement for Bisclogical
Diversity and Nature Consazvaticn
Johan Bodegiard

Talephone +46-3-404% 20 71
Talefax +45-8-219 170
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12.3.1996 M398/295/4

Calestous Juma

Exacutive Secretary

Cocnvention on Biolegical Diversity
13, Chemin des Anémcnes

CP 356, CH-1219 Chatelaine

Geneva

SWITZERLAND

Guidelines of the Review of tha Effactivanass of the
Finanecial Mechanism of the Convention on Bioleogizal

Diversiky

With reference to your letter of 5 january 139s,

Sweden would like to
the draft Guidelines.

give the following comments to

In general Sweden i3 in agreement with the proposed
guidelines. We do feel however that the document
should in a clearer way differentiate between the
raview of the perfcrmance of the financial mechanism

and the review of tne policy, strategy, programme
orioritiss and eligibility criteria_sat by the CoP.
These ars two diffarent procésses that ave linkad
but should definitiely not be mixed, which now is

the case under 2.2,

para 16 (i}.

2.2 Contants of the raviaw

Aith referesnce to the above, para 18 {i) should not
be a part of a document satting out critaria for tha
review of the performance of the financial
mechanism. The guidance provided by the CoP is a
question only fox the CoP. The raviaw of the
effectiveness of the financial mechanism cn kthe
other hand will raguirs claose cocperaticn with and
activa involvament ¢f the financial mechanism.

Given that this section is made a sa2parats decision
document, Sweden would like teo propose the following

change:

Pdra 1% (i}, asubvara

(f}: We would Like to questicn

n

tre inclusion ¢f a raview of the amount aof resources
eded if this means an exsrcise in which new

rescurce needs are going to be established, basad on
earlier set figures. The work to establigh the need

=
-

a.

2k set down in the Convantion (Articla 21,
d ghculd be approached with great care. I-

para 1) /-

f%r financial resources is a fundamentally Llmgor-ant
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requires a separate set of guidelines and a separate
review process. It zshould i.a. be based on
scientific and technical knowledge about the state
of biodiversity in recipient countries as well as
their ability to implement the Convention.

The guidelines for such a review process might zlso
benefit from a certain degree of coordination with
other relevant conventions, such as the FCCC and the
Montreal protocel.

We therefore suggest the deletion of subpara (f} and
the development of a separate process for dealing
with this important matter.

Para 16 (ii): It is unclear what is meant by
"Protile of the institutional structure...". This
must be clarified.

2.3 Modalities of the review

Para 17: Sweden prafers option (i) since it is
1mpartant to differentiate between the role of the
COP as being that of setting parametars for review
and the role of the financial mechanism as being
that of reporting on its implementation of projects.
The evaluation study should be carried out. by an
Iniceégeéndent pogy-s T T T T T

2.4 Possible elements to be included in the
guidelines and parametars for raviaw

Para 19: To the suggasted parameters and =laments
should e added the following:

cost effectivenass

-~ global benafits

- agreed incremental costs

country drivenness

balance between objectives of the Convention

Yours sincerely

Johan Bodegard
Assistant Under-Secrestary

.C.
Znarsson UD U 1
Jonsson Fi E3
Svensgson Jo IS

[a RO R NS
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

United States Department of State

Bureau of Oceans and International
Environmental and Scientific Affairs

Washington, D.C. 20520

Or. Calestous Juma

Executive Secretary

Secretariat of the Cenvention on
Biclogical Diversity

World Trade Cantre

413 S5t. Jacques Street, Office 630

Mortreal, Quebec,

CANADA H2Z2Y IN9

Dear Dr. Juma:

I am writing in response to your request cf January S, 1996
for comments f-om the Participants in the Second Conferance of
Parties on the development of guidelines for the resview of the
effectiveness of the Convention's Financial Mechanism (Decision
2/6, paragraph 2).

The United States considers Ekhat the effactiveness of the
Convention will ultimately -be determined by the domestic policy
choices of individual States in response to their obligatiens
25 Parties ko the Convention. The financial and technical
assistance provided under the Convention may be useful, hut
cannokt substitute for the necessary political will required for
2ach Parbty to fulfill its obligations.

The Parties have the responsibility to ensurs that the
Convention's Financial Mechanism functions as efficiently and
affectively as possible. The Global Environment Facility
(GEF}, as the institutional structurs charged with the
operation of the Financial Mechanism, is under the close
Supervision of the Conference of Parties, as well as of its own
Council. A full review of the effectiveness of the Financial
Mechanism should thus concentrate not only on the reports
provided by the GEF and the Executive Secretariat's evaluation
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as requested by the Conference of the Parties, but also on
issues over which the Conference of Parties has direct
control. Those include the Parties' ezperience wikh the
development of policy guidance; alsec valuable would be an
assessment of the ultimate usefulness of the Parties' policy
guidance for operations.

Conclusions of the Parkties, such as the decision not to,
endorse the GBEF on a permanent basis, should be reviewed for
their impact on short-term operations and the long-term
viabiliky of the Financial Mechanism. The implications of the
existing division of responsibilities between the political-
level Conference of Parties and the projects-level Institutional
Structure should also be examined. With regard to the draft
Memorandum of Understanding between the Conference of the
Parties and the GEF Council, the United States continues to
find the draft as presented to the second Conference of the
Parties acceptable in light of its prior review by the Council.

The review of the effectiveness of the Financial Mechanism
offers an opportunity for a sober assessment of how best to
achieve the objectives of the Convention. I look forward to a
productive discussion of this subject at our next meeting.

Sincergly

Rafe Pomerance
Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Environment and Development



