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SUMMARY

The present draft version of the global monitoring report has been prepared by the Secretariat in
pursuance of decision IX/11 B requesting a regular global monitoring report on the implementation of the
strategy for resource mobilization under the Convention, as well as decision X/3 A requiring that the
global monitoring reports on the implementation of the strategy for resource mobilization should be
prepared in time for consideration by the Conference of the Parties at its ordinary meetings, with national
and regional participation, and should provide essential information on the status and trends in
biodiversity financing and help to disseminate funding knowledge and know-how as related to
biodiversity.

The report covers all issues identified in the strategy for resource mobilization, as well as the indicators
added by the tenth meeting of the Conference of the Parties. Three questions are raised on each funding
issue: what has materialized in the past, particularly in the base year 2010; what will likely happen in the
near future; and what funding action the global community may take to influence the future course of
financial development. For easy reference, the relevant strategic objectives and indicators of the strategy
for resource mobilization are footnoted on each issue page, and diagrams are offered to help visualize the
funding issue under discussion. Data sources and technical notes are available at the end of the report.

* UNEP/CBD/COP/11/1.
/...

In order to minimize the environmental impacts of the Secretariat’s processes, and to contribute to the Secretary-General’s
initiative for a C-Neutral UN, this document is printed in limited numbers. Delegates are kindly requested to bring their copies
to meetings and not to request additional copies.
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INTRODUCTION

This report has been prepared by the Secretariat
in response to the request, by the ninth meeting
of the Conference of the Parties, for a regular
global monitoring report on the implementation
of the strategy for resource mobilization under
the Convention. The tenth meeting of the
Conference of the Parties further decided that
the global monitoring reports on the
implementation of the strategy for resource
mobilization should be prepared in time for
consideration by the Conference of the Parties at
its ordinary meetings, with national and regional
participation, and should provide essential
information on the status and trends in
biodiversity financing and help to disseminate
funding knowledge and know-how as related to
biodiversity. A series of subregional workshops
on biodiversity and finance were thus organized
in collaboration with the Global Environment
Facility in advance of the preparation of this
report.

The report covers all issues identified in the
strategy for resource mobilization, as well as the
indicators added by the tenth meeting of the
Conference of the Parties. Chapter | deals with
goal 1 of the strategy for resource mobilization,
but the indicator on financial support to needs
assessment is taken up together with national
financial planning under goal 2.

Chapter 1l is focused on national resourcing
capacity. Due to information constraints, the
report does not investigate relevant sectoral
budgets to a desirable extent, and this area of
monitoring will be enhanced for the next edition
of the global monitoring report.

Chapter 11l presents information on eight
funding issues, taken from the strategic
objectives under goal 3. It does not attempt to
distinguish between the indicator on amount of
financial resources from all sources from
developed countries to developing countries to
contribute to achieving the Convention’s

objectives and the indicator on amount of
financial resources from all sources from
developed countries to developing countries
towards the implementation of the Strategic Plan
for Biodiversity 2011-2020. Given considerable
interest in subsidy-related issues, harmful
subsidies are considered together with economic
incentives.

Chapter IV discusses eight issues under
innovative financial mechanisms, all from the
original strategic objectives under goal 4. As
innovative financial mechanisms are an
emerging area of resource mobilization,
Governments expressed a keen interest in further
exploration of innovative financial mechanisms
by requesting the Executive Secretary to conduct
a global synthesis of information on innovative
financial mechanisms. A more detailed analysis
of innovative financial mechanisms is presented
in a companion to this report.

Chapters V to VIII contain information on
funding issues identified under goals 5 to 8 of
the strategy for resource mobilization.

Three questions are raised on each funding issue:
what has materialized in the past, particularly in
the base year 2010; what will likely happen in
the near future; and what funding action the
global community may take to influence the
future course of financial development. For easy
reference, the relevant strategic objectives and
indicators of the strategy for resource
mobilization are footnoted on each issue page,
and diagrams are offered to help visualize the
funding issue under discussion.

Data sources and technical notes are available at
the end of the report.

By this new way of presentation, it is hoped that
the report will inform all those participating in
the eleventh meeting of the Conference of the
Parties and help advance the agenda to mobilize
more, faster and better financing for biodiversity.

/...
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GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND INDICATORS FOR RESOURCE MOBILIZATION

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

From the Strategy for Resource Mobilization (decision IX/11)

INDICATORS FOR MONITORING PROGRESS

From decision X/3

1.  The target of the strategy for resource mobilization is to
substantially enhance international financial flows and domestic
funding for biological diversity in order to achieve a substantial
reduction of the current funding gaps in support of the effective
implementation of the Convention’s three objectives and the
2010 target. This target for global resource mobilization should
be viewed as a flexible framework for the development of
measurable targets and/or indicators addressing all relevant
funding sources, according to national priorities and capacities,
and taking into account the special situation and needs of
developing countries.

1.1. To improve the existing financial information base-through
enhancing accuracy, consistency and delivery of existing data
and improved reporting on funding needs and shortfalls for
the Convention’s three objectives. Funding trends could be
measured through the following indicators:

(a) OECD/DAC Rio markers on biodiversity;
(b) National reports of Parties;
(c) Trends in funding to GEF;

(d) Funding flows through a selected number of the large
international NGOs.

1.2. To assess economic costs of the loss of biodiversity and its
associated ecosystem services, of the failure to take measures
to fulfill the three objectives of the Convention, and benefits
of early action to reduce loss of biological diversity and its
associated ecosystem services.

1.3. To improve priority-setting for guiding resource allocation
to biological diversity and its associated ecosystem services.

2.1. To strengthen institutional capacities for effective resource
mobilization and utilization, including strengthening
capacities of relevant ministries and agencies to make the
case for including biodiversity and its associated ecosystem
services in discussions with donors and relevant financial
institutions.

2.2. To prepare national financial plans in the context of
national biodiversity strategies and action plans that can be
implemented by local, national, regional and international
stakeholders.

MISSION

Aggregated financial flows, in the amount and where relevant percentage, of
biodiversity-related funding, per annum, for achieving the Convention’s
three objectives, in a manner that avoids double counting, both in total and
in, inter alia, the following categories:

(a) Official Development Assistance (ODA);

(b) Domestic budgets at all levels;

(c) Private sector;

(d) Non-governmental organizations, foundations, and academia;
(e) International financial institutions;

(f) United Nations organizations, funds and programmes;

(9) Non-ODA public funding;

(h) South-South cooperation initiatives;

(i) Technical cooperation

Goal 1: Improve information base on funding needs, gaps and priorities

1A. Number of countries that have: (a) Assessed values of biodiversity, in
accordance with the Convention;

1B. Number of countries that have: (b) Identified and reported funding
needs, gaps and priorities;

Goal 2: Strengthen national capacity for resource utilization and mobilize domestic financial
resources for the Convention’s three objectives

2A. Amount of domestic financial support, per annum, in respect of those
domestic activities which are intended to achieve the objectives of this
Convention;

2B. Number of countries that have: (c) Developed national financial plans
for biodiversity;

2C. Number of countries that have: (d) Been provided with the necessary
funding and capacity building to undertake the above activities

2D. Resources mobilized from the removal, reform or phase-out of
incentives, including subsidies, harmful to biodiversity, which could be




GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

From the Strategy for Resource Mobilization (decision IX/11)

2.3. To strengthen capacity for integration of biodiversity issues
and its associated ecosystem services into national and
sectoral planning, and promote budgetary allocations for
biological diversity and its associated ecosystem services in
national and relevant sectoral budgets.

2.4. To develop and implement economic incentives that are
supportive of the Convention’s three objectives at local and
national levels, consistent and in harmony with the other
relevant international obligations.

2.5. To consider the enhancement of existing, or the
establishment of new, domestic funds and funding
programmes through voluntary contributions, including for
official development assistance, where biodiversity is
identified as a priority by developing country Parties in
poverty reduction strategies, national development strategies,
United Nations development assistance frameworks and other
development assistance strategies, that include innovative
financing instruments to achieve the Convention’s three
objectives.

2.6. To establish enabling conditions for private sector
involvement in supporting the Convention’s three objectives,
including the financial sector.

3.1. To enhance efforts in mobilizing co-financing and other
modes of project financing for biological diversity.

3.2. To strive to increase official development assistance
associated with biological diversity, where biodiversity is
identified as a priority by developing country Parties in
poverty reduction strategies, national development strategies,
United Nations development assistance frameworks and other
development assistance strategies and in accordance with
priorities identified in national biodiversity strategies and
action plans.

3.3. To mobilize public sector investments in biological
diversity and its associated ecosystem services.

3.4. To mobilize private sector investments in biological
diversity and its associated ecosystem services.

3.5. To establish, as appropriate, new and additional funding
programmes through voluntary contributions to support the
three objectives of the Convention.

3.6. To fulfil the implementation of the provisions of the
Monterrey Consensus on mobilizing international and
domestic funding as related to biodiversity.

3.7. To continue to support, as appropriate, domestic
environmental funds as essential complements to the national
biodiversity resource base.

3.8. To promote biological diversity in debt relief and
conversion initiatives, including debt-for-nature swaps.

4.1. To promote, where applicable, schemes for payment for
ecosystem services, consistent and in harmony with the

UNEP/CBD/COP/11/INF/16
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INDICATORS FOR MONITORING PROGRESS

From decision X/3

used for the promotion of positive incentives, including but not limited to
innovative financial mechanisms, that are consistent and in harmony with
the Convention and other international obligations, taking into account
national social and economic conditions;

Goal 3: Strengthen existing financial institutions and, promote replication and scaling-up of
successful financial mechanisms and instruments

3A. Amount of funding provided through the Global Environment Facility
and allocated to biodiversity focal area

3B. Level of CBD and Parties’ support to other financial institutions that
promote replication and scaling-up of relevant successful financial
mechanisms and instruments

3C. Amount of financial resources from all sources from developed
countries to developing countries to contribute to achieving the
Convention’s objectives

3D. Amount of financial resources from all sources from developed
countries to developing countries towards the implementation of the
Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020

Goal 4: Explore new and innovative financial mechanisms at all levels with a view to increasing
funding to support the three objectives of the Convention

4. Number of initiatives, and respective amounts, supplementary to the
financial mechanism established under Article 21, that engage Parties and
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GOALS AND OBJECTIVES INDICATORS FOR MONITORING PROGRESS

From the Strategy for Resource Mobilization (decision IX/11) From decision X/3

Convention and other relevant international obligations. relevant organizations in new and innovative financial mechanisms,

4.2. To consider biodiversity offset mechanisms where relevant which consider intrinsic values and all other values of biodiversity, in
' z;md appropriate while ensuring that they are not used to accordance with the objectives of the Convention and the Nagoya
undermine unique components of biodiversity. Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources and the Fair and Equitable

. . . Sharing of the Benefits Arising from their Utilization
4.3. To explore opportunities presented by environmental fiscal

reforms including innovative taxation models and fiscal
incentives for achieving the three objectives of the
Convention.

4.4. To explore opportunities presented by promising innovative
financial mechanisms such as markets for green products,
business-biodiversity partnerships and new forms of charity.

45. To integrate biological diversity and its associated
ecosystem services in the development of new and innovative
sources of international development finance, taking into
account conservation costs.

4.6. To encourage the Parties to United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change and its Kyoto Protocol to
take into account biodiversity when developing any funding
mechanisms for climate change.

Goal 5: Mainstream biological diversity and its associated ecosystem services in development
cooperation plans and priorities including the linkage between Convention’s work
programmes and Millennium Development Goals

5.1. To integrate considerations on biological diversity and its 5A. Number of international financing institutions, United Nations
associated ecosystem services into the priorities, strategies organizations, funds and programmes, and the development agencies that
and programmes of multilateral and bilateral ~donor report to the Development Assistance Committee of Organisation for
organizations, including sectoral and regional priorities, Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD/DAC), with

taking into account the Paris Declaration on Aid L ; . . .
Effectiveness. biodiversity and associated ecosystem services as a cross-cutting policy

5.2. To integrate considerations on biological diversity and its 5B. Number of Parties that integrate considerations on biological diversity
associated ecosystem services in economic and development and its associated ecosystem services in development plans, strategies
plans, strategies and budgets of developing country Parties. and budgets

5.3. To integrate effectively the three objectives of the
Convention into the United Nations development system, as
well as international financial institutions and development
banks.

5.4. To strengthen cooperation and coordination among funding
partners at the regional and subregional levels, taking into
account the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness.

5.5. To enhance financial, scientific, technical and technological
cooperation  with  international  organizations, non-
governmental organizations, indigenous peoples’
organizations and public institutions for biological diversity
and its associated ecosystem services.

Goal 6: Build capacity for resource mobilization and utilization and promote South-South
cooperation as a complement to necessary North-South cooperation

6.1. To build local, national and regional capacities on resource 6A. Number of South-South cooperation initiatives conducted by
mobilization skills, financial planning and effective resource developing country Parties and those that may be supported by other
utilization and management, and support awareness raising Parties and relevant partners, as a complement to necessary North-South
activities. cooperation;

6.2. To identify, engage and increase South-South cooperation 6B. Amount and number of South-South and North-South technical
as complement to North-South cooperation to enhance cooperation and capacity-building initiatives that support biodiversity;

technical, technological, scientific and financial cooperation.

6.3. To promote exchange of experience and good practice in
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GOALS AND OBJECTIVES INDICATORS FOR MONITORING PROGRESS

From the Strategy for Resource Mobilization (decision IX/11) From decision X/3

financing for biological diversity.

Goal 7: Enhancing implementation of access and benefit-sharing initiatives and mechanisms in
support of resource mobilization

7.1. To raise awareness and build the capacity of different 7. Number of access and benefit-sharing initiatives and mechanisms,
stakeholders to implement access and benefit-sharing consistent with the Convention and, when in effect, with the Nagoya
initiatives and mechanisms. Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources and the Fair and Equitable

. L. Sharing of the Benefits Arising from their Utilization, including

7.2. To promote exchange of experiences and good practices in awareness-raising, that enhance resource mobilization;

access and benefit sharing.

Goal 8: Enhance the global engagement for resource mobilization in support of the achievement of
the Convention’s three objectives

8.1. To raise public awareness of the importance of biological 8. Number of global initiatives that heighten awareness on the need for
diversity and the goods and services that it provides at all resource mobilization for biodiversity;
levels in support of resource mobilization.
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I INFORMATION BASE ON FUNDING NEEDS, GAPS AND PRIORITIES

Goal 1 of the strategy for resource mobilization seeks to improve information base on funding needs, gaps
and priorities. It recommends three strategic objectives: improving the financial information base,
assessing economic costs and benefits of biodiversity and ecosystem services, and improving priority
setting.

Complete information of biodiversity financing is essential for celebrating financial accomplishments,
understanding gaps and envisaging future actions. It offers an early sign for predicting the progress made
in achieving nationally approved goals and targets that contribute to globally agreed targets, and enables
the global community to consider corrective measures.

Economic valuation and financial costing provide economic justifications for financial flows and
investments into biodiversity activities through conventional cost-benefit analyses. A participatory
financial planning process can bring all interested stakeholders together periodically in reviewing
progress and status, debating funding needs, gaps and priorities and developing scale-up funding
measures. External funders are increasingly interested in receiving national information related to
economic values, funding needs, gaps and priorities as well as national financial plans for biodiversity. A
global sense of economic values, funding needs, gaps and priorities is believed to contribute to informed
decisions on resource mobilization by the Conference of the Parties.

The availability of funding information has been improved considerably at the global level, particularly
through OECD/DAC Rio markers on biodiversity and fourth national reports under the Convention, but
accuracy, consistency and delivery of national funding data remains to be a major challenge. While a
global system of biodiversity funding data should provide data standards and reporting guidance,
corresponding national systems must be in place to enable proper functioning of a global funding data
system, including both costs and benefits.



1.1 Unit cost of conservation and sustainable use tends to converge across countries and increase over

time
Status:' Only 14 % of countries are known to have
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assessed funding needs and gaps in quantitative
terms in the first round of national biodiversity
strategies and action plans, mostly in Africa and
Asia, and these assessments have applied different
methodologies, mostly by presenting a list of
project proposals/ideas/concepts. National
submissions on funding needs and costs of

Percentage of countries that assessed needs and costs
by region

Asia and Pacific

Western Europe and

Others Africa

»

implementing the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity
2011-2020 are also limited in number, and have
followed different methodologies of estimation,
making global aggregation an impossible task.

Latin America and

Caribbean Eastern Europe

Trend: The assessment of funding needs, gaps and
priorities may take place twice, the first for new round
of national biodiversity strategies and action plans,
and the second coinciding with the seventh
replenishment negotiation for the Global Environment
Facility Trust Fund. Based on the average unit costs
of conservation and sustainable use from 25 countries
and adjusted for level of development, funding
opportunities of developing countries in the current
decade are estimated to be around $60 billion per
annum in 2010 and can go up to $150 billion per
annum in 2020.

Cost estimates of national biodiversity strategies and action plans
US$6.5 billion for national biodiversity strategy and action plan
Around US$5 million for nine project proposals

US$327 million for biodiversity programme of actions 2020
Around US$48.7 million for action plan

US$649 million for four-year action plan

US$43 million for action plan

US$1.596 billion for protected areas system

US$537 million for national action plan in the field of biodiversity

Algeria (1997)
Bahamas (1999)

| Bangladesh (2010)
Belize (1998)

| Benin (2002)
Botswana (2004)

| Brazil (2010)
Burkina Faso
(1999)

| Burundi (2000)

Cameroon (1997)

Central African
Republic (2000)

China (2001)

| DR Congo (2002)
Egypt (1998)

| Fiji (2003)
Grenada (2000)

| Guinea (2002)
Guyana (1999)

‘ Lebanon (1998)

US$27.6 million for 16 project ideas
US$ 11 million for its five-year strategy
US$14 million for action plan

US$798 million for annual incremental costs for implementing the Convention
US$189 million

Around US$195 million for programme priority activities (1998-2003)

US$4.65 million for 8 project briefs

US$1.05 million for seven project concepts

US$92 million for 68 projects

US$3 million

US$2.6 million in short term, US$9.1 in medium term, and US$9.4 in long term for
strategy implementation

About US$ 32 million

Approximately $18.7 million, about 0.47% of its GDP for biodiversity conservation
national strategy and action plan

US$12.3 million for a list of projects

US$95 million for i ion of national biodi
US$3.44 million for a list of projects

Malawi (1998)
‘ Moldova (2005)

Seychelles (2001)
| Sierra Leone (2006)
St. Kitts and Nevis

ity strategy and action plan

(2004)

St. Vincent and the
Grenadines (2000)
Trinidad and
Tobago (2010)

Options: The baseline on the number of countries [yements
that have identified and reported funding needs, gaps and priorities for the new decade may be set at zero
since the existing efforts have diminishing relevance to the year 2010. Together with the on-going
progress in financial planning, the target can be that by 2014, all countries will have identified and
reported funding needs, gaps and priorities, and this target should be renewed for 2018. Some countries
have already started the estimation process. Bangladesh estimated that the total resource requirements for
implementation of biodiversity programme of actions 2020 amount to US$0.3 billion, and has sporadic
financial arrangements through its mid-term budgetary framework to support project based biodiversity
conservation efforts. At the global level, technical references on assessing funding needs and gaps and
identifying priorities and close monitoring of development of financing elements of new national
biodiversity strategies and action plans can be helpful. Timely regional and subregional workshops for
joint learning and peer reviews on funding needs, gaps and priorities can be held in order to improve the
overall quality in the next two years. As funding needs, gaps and priorities are essential for financial
planning and can be sensitive to changing political and economic circumstances, the same exercise needs
to be renewed periodically, for instance, every two to four years.

US$0.565 million for priority actions

US$6.56 million

US$40.3 million for seven p

! Strategic objective 1.1: To improve the existing financial information base through enhancing accuracy, consistency and
delivery of existing data and improved reporting on funding needs and shortfalls for the Convention's three objectives
Strategic objective 1.3: To improve priority-setting for guiding resource allocation to biological diversity and its associated
ecosystem services

Indicator: Number of countries that have identified and reported funding needs, gaps and priorities

/...
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1.2 Unaccounted values of biodiversity and ecosystem services are greater than combined gross
domestic products globally

Status:' Only a quarter of countries have
undertaken valuation exercise, and the
drivers for valuation include promotion of
biodiversity-based goods and services
(green  markets/biotrade,  agriculture,
fisheries, forest products, medicinal plants,
tourism,  wildlife), wuse of Ilabels/
certificates, application of  market
mechanisms such as transferable rights or
quota, liability and insurance, polluter- _
L. ; . No substantial
pays-principle,  environmental impact valuation
assessment procedures. Lack of human 5%
and technical capacity in conducting such valuation studies was identified as a constraint.

Value assessments in 130 countries

Some valuation
efforts
25%

Challenges on valuation identified by South Africa The rough order-of-
» Valuation studies are not always taken into account in informing policy at provincial or . .
national level magnitude estimates of
> Valuations are performed but are not necessarily considered in trade-off decisions, for values of biodiversity
example water allocation .
» Valuations need to be site specific rather than estimating “general” values and ecosystem services
> Limited expertise for performing studies are available at the
» Limited monitoring of biodiversity values at provincial and local level, with resources for
monitoring a constraint global level, and several

» There are many examples of biodiversity contributing to livelihoods, but case studies are countries have started to
often not written up in easily accessible form and disseminated .
> Some excellent studies and information is available — the challenge is to present these to  implement the
politicians and decision-makers at the national, provincial and local levels in support of a economics of
strong case for biodiversity
ecosystems and

biodiversity at the national level. Most existing valuation exercises have been done at project level and
incomprehensive in nature, and national-level aggregations of biodiversity values generally are not
available. In the late 1980s, Costa Rica and Mexico implemented national environmental accounting
through pilot projects, and subsequently Chile, Argentina, Peru, Colombia, Brazil, Bolivia, Dominican
Republic, Venezuela, Panama, Guatemala all have experimented with environmental accounts, though not
including data on ecosystem services outside of land use and land cover.

Trend: The interest in value assessment of biodiversity and ecosystem services continues to grow, and
the valuation exercise needs to be renewed periodically, preferably into national statistical system. The
Global Partnership for Ecosystem Valuation and Wealth Accounting provides new impetus to value
ecosystems services in terms of national income and wealth accounts, and incorporate natural wealth
accounting in macroeconomic and sectoral development planning.

Options: The baseline for the indicator on the number of countries that have assessed values of
biodiversity in 2010 may be set as zero, though many countries planned to undertake comprehensive
economic assessments. The valuation target for 2020 is that all countries will have conducted a
comprehensive valuation exercise for biodiversity and ecosystem services. Enabling financial support and
capacity can be critical towards realizing such a target.

! Strategic objective 1.2: To assess economic costs of the loss of biodiversity and its associated ecosystem services, of the failure

to take measures to fulfill the three objectives of the Convention, and benefits of early action to reduce loss of biological diversity and its
associated ecosystem services

Indicator: Number of countries that have assessed values of biodiversity, in accordance with the Convention

/...
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1. NATIONAL CAPACITY FOR RESOURCE MOBILIZATION

Goal 2 aims to strengthen national capacity for resource utilization and mobilize domestic financial
resources for the Convention’s three objectives. The stewardship of biodiversity and ecosystem services
has been traditionally provided by domestic users, particularly by indigenous peoples and local
communities. The associated financial contributions, however, have never been counted appropriately.
Although the loss of biodiversity and ecosystem services has been recognized as a common concern,
domestic financial contributions have been largely ignored or not duly recognized globally. This has led
to further problems in considering the linkage and synergies between domestic and foreign financial
support. Global discussions of biodiversity financing cannot proceed appropriately without the
information concerning domestic financial support to domestic biodiversity activities.

Goal 2 recommends six strategic objectives, namely, national budgetary capacity, national financial plan,
sectoral consideration, financial incentives, domestic funds and funding programmes, and enabling
conditions for private sector involvement. The starting point for considering national resource
mobilization is the national institutional structure dedicated to biodiversity — a biodiversity unit or
biodiversity office mostly located in the Ministry of the Environment. As most national biodiversity
offices have only a normative policy mandate, their budgets are relatively very small in size. The
principal budgetary resources for biodiversity are from sectoral ministries, as well as newly established
funds and funding programmes. Although the expectation for private sector involvement remains high,
private resources can only be induced through economic incentives and enabling conditions that can be
established and improved by governments. One way to track private financing is to examine the extent to
which economic incentives and enabling conditions have been used.
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2.1 National budgets for the environment including biodiversity have not improved visibly relative to
economic growth over time

Status: ' The average percentage  of
Average environmental spending as percent of GDP envi ronmenta! expenditu r_e of central
050 governments in gross domestic products of some
0.80 N 40 countries has stayed around 0.2 per cent over
070 ————  —__— < the period between 2002 and 2010, and the
0.60
050 average percentage of general governments
0.40 including lower levels of governments has been
0.30 around 0.7 percent, implying that a difference of
0.20 —_— T N .
o0 ~ 0.5 percent of gross domestic products for
0.00 environmental protection has come from
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 provincia' and local governmentsl Several
——Central government  ———General government countries registered higher than 1 percentage of

general government environmental protection
spending in their national domestic products in 2009.

Trend: Although the overall trend in environmental spending is rather stable, many countries reported
guantum jump in national budgets for biodiversity and ecosystem services. The two diagrams from
Namibia provide a snapshot of the story that can also be found in South Africa, Vietnam, and Antigua and
Barbuda, where ten-fold increase in biodiversity funding was reported. Globally speaking, national
budgetary support to biodiversity and ecosystem services is estimated to be in the range between US$15
billion - $45 billion in 2010. If one per mille of gross domestic products can be allocated for biodiversity
and ecosystem services, some US$63 billion may be expected in 2010.
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Options: The baseline for national biodiversity budgets in 2010 may be 0.02% -0.07% of gross domestic
products, and the target by 2020 can be set at 0.1% of gross domestic products for conservation and
sustainable use of biodiversity. Clear definition of biodiversity and ecosystem services in funding
statistics, and building of national financing teams for improving financial monitoring and project
planning are prerequisite for making progress towards such targets.

! Strategic objective 2.1: To strengthen institutional capacities for effective resource mobilization and utilization, including
strengthening capacities of relevant ministries and agencies to make the case for including biodiversity and its associated ecosystem
services in discussions with donors and relevant financial institutions

Indicator: Amount of domestic financial support, per annum, in respect of those domestic activities which are intended to

achieve the objectives of this Convention

Indicator: Aggregated financial flows, in the amount and where relevant percentage, of biodiversity-related funding, per

annum, for achieving the Convention’s three objectives, in domestic budgets at all levels

/...
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2.2 National financial plans for biodiversity may become a primary tool to give effect to national
biodiversity strategies and action plans

Status:! Country-specific resource mobilization strategies
are needed to support national biodiversity strategies, and
national financial plans to realize national biodiversity
action plans. In broad sense, nearly 90 countries have some
elements of funding strategies in their existing national
biodiversity strategies, and only several countries have
developed detailed, though one-time, national financial
plans for biodiversity. In general, national financial plans
for biodiversity are not synchronized with national
budgetary cycles or with international funding processes.

NBSAP Revision and Related
Activities

1. Stocktaking and Assessment

1. Rapid stocktaking and review of relevant plans, policies and
reports

2. Identification of stakeholders: consultations and awareness

3. Rapid assessment of the causes and consequences of biodiversity
loss highlighting the value of biodiversity and ecosystem services
and their conribution to Human well-being

I1. Setting national targets. principles,
& mein priorities of the strategy

4. Setting national targets. principles. & main priorities of the
strategy though national consultations

I11. Strategy and action plan
development

5. Developing the strategy and actions to implement the agreed
targets though national consultations

6. Application of the NBSAP to sub-national entities through sub-
national and local consultations

7. Sectoral integration including mainstreaming into development.
poverty reduction and climate change plans through sectoral
consultations

IV. Development of

Implementarion plans anid related
activities

8. Development of a plan for capacity development for NBSAP
implementation

9. Technology needs assessment

10. Development of a communication and outreach strategy for the
NBSAP

11. Development of a plan for resource mobilization for NBSAP
implementation

V. Institutional. menitoring, reporting
and exchange

12. Establishment/ strengthening of national coordination structures

13. CHM development.

14. Development of indicators and monitoring approach

15. Fitth national report

knowledge and know-how on financial planning.

NBSAPs containing some financing elements by region

Asia and Pacific

Western Europe and

Others Africa

Latin America andh

Caribbean Eastern Europe

A total of 148 countries received financial support
of over $36.6 million from the financial
mechanism of the Convention for the formulation
of their national biodiversity strategies and action
plans at a cost of $41.9 million in the past two
decades, mostly in 1997-1998. The Global
Environment Facility also developed a capacity
development initiative in advancing capacity needs
assessments and capacity building projects.

Trend: GEF makes available funding for 145
countries to undertake national planning processes,
and about 70% of GEF-eligible countries have
received financial support to revise their national
biodiversity strategies and action plans. The Japan
Biodiversity Fund executed by the Convention
Secretariat supports sharing and transfer of

Options: The baseline in 2010 for the number of counties that have developed national financial plans
and received funding and capacity building should be set at zero as all countries should develop new
national financial plans in response to the strategic plan for biodiversity 2011-2020. The desirable target
can be that by 2014, all countries will have developed and implemented national financial plans for
biodiversity, and received necessary funding and capacity building. International support may include
development of a consolidated financial planning process as a consolidated platform through which
Parties can present annual national financial plans for biodiversity and demonstrate information on
funding needs and priorities broadly, in order to promote clear elaboration of national funding needs and
priorities for biodiversity and ecosystem services regularly, keep under annual review national funding
status, gaps and options for biodiversity and ecosystem services, mobilize broad attention to project
proposals, success stories and lessons learned, and foster a coordinated response.

! Strategic objective 2.2: To prepare national financial plans in the context of national biodiversity strategies and action plans

that can be implemented by local, national, regional and international stakeholders
Indicator: Number of countries that have developed national financial plans for biodiversity
Indicator: Number of countries that have been provided with the necessary funding and capacity building to undertake the

valuation and planning activities

/...
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2.3 A wide range of sectoral budgets provide support to biodiversity and ecosystem services

Status:* The bulk of biodiversity funding has
come from various sectoral ministries, most

Chile: Expenditure on Natural Resources and Biodiversity 2002

.. R . Ci t
frequently ministries of agriculture, forestry and |arisa SR Toud Towl Gasto
. . . . . . Flora | Fauna | Ecosist. | Paisaje | Biodiv. % Amb.
fisheries, despite the varied relative importance |winisterio de Agricuitura | 7.555 |3.242 |7.041 |2.683 20521 |33,9960.376
. .. . . . . Ministerio de Bienes
of different ministries in different countries. In |Nacionales 0 o |19 Jo  |199 97,07| 205
Ministerio de Defensa 9 18 48 99 174 3,74 |4.655
Colombia e|ectricity sector was transferred to [Ministeriode Economia [0 [24 [1257 [15  [1296 17,30(7.493
B ! A . N Ministerio de Educacién 12 880 241 0 1133 41,05|2.760
Ministerio de Mineri; 0 0 2 18 20 0,89 [2.238
reglonal enVIronment aUthontleS and Clty and M:::ztz::gdzot;?;s”gublicas 106|120 |46 53 325 1,96 |16.617
- . . . . Miniserio de Qbras Pbl
municipal administrations in the area of river i T P 201 |2086
basins, dams and steam generating plants, and |MisteriodeReleciones | 1 © | 000 |1s37
Ministerio de Salud 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 |20.637
has resulted resources to programs for the |[Gceie g ey
protection and  conservation of  basins, |ieem viismay 000 613
- - - Urbanismo 0 0 0 6.627 |6627 62,94|10.529
environmental ~ improvement  and  basiC  |winiseriodelinerior |38 |11 1175 |adoz |a726 |1469]32169
. . . . Ministerio Sec. Gral. De la
sanitation.  But  contributions to  the |presic. 18 |18 o Jo iz 112 |11373
Total por Componente 7.738[4.413 110.102 |12.955 | 35.208 20,21]174.188

environmental sector from the National Mineral
Royalties Fund were reduced because of the prioritization of basic hygiene, health and education. In
Cameroon, the Ministry of Transport decided to include an environmental unit to take care of the
environmental aspect in the course of their road infrastructure. Algeria links biodiversity funding with its
food security and physical and biological balance, and progressively mobilizes oil profits for national
biological development.

Trend: Biodiversity and

Estonia: BDAP need for financing in years 2000—2005

ecosystem services are Sector Need for financing (1000 eek) %

. 1. Blotechnology 140 050 6.2

Seen as an emerg'ng 2. Education ) ) 131510 5.8

. 3. Lanplscape aspects in planning and land management 94 725 4.2
opportunity  for  new & Ascuture o2 s e

1 1 6. Hunti 3970 0.2

investments at the interface 5 Fuine ot 92

H 8. Nati | def 2080 0.1

between economic sectors g yaronel delehce 3000 o1
and biodiversity in order to 13 T a8z o7

- - 12. Touri 100 830 4.5

feed the increasing human 13 nawre conservation 60 945 27

BDAP total 2260 130 100.0

population with increasing
demand for higher calories,
better health, energy and transportation. If all countries achieve 25% of their agricultural lands under
sustainable use during 2011-2020, particularly those proximate to protected areas, there can be a funding
and investing opportunity of US$21 billion —~US$32 billion annually for the international community,
public and private alike. A 10% of territorial waters under conservation as marine protected areas can
provide a funding and investing opportunity of US$14 billion. The mitigation opportunities (excluding
emissions) of the transport sector may mean a business of US$12 billion — US$64 billion for the
biodiversity community.

Options: Sectoral integration of biodiversity has been explored extensively at the national level, and
requires more in-depth consideration at the global level. In agriculture, for instance, discussions can be
initiated on transfer of green technology, payment for agricultural services, market for green products
through green public procurements, partnerships between biodiversity and agribusinesses, agricultural
development banks, public funding realignment, emerging cross-border agricultural development etc.

! Strategic objective 2.3: To strengthen capacity for integration of biodiversity issues and its associated ecosystem services into
national and sectoral planning, and promote budgetary allocations for biological diversity and its associated ecosystem services in
national and relevant sectoral budgets

/...
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2.4 The potential of correcting incentives including subsidies harmful to biodiversity remains largely
unexploited

Status:* Economic incentives take many forms,
including subsidies. Subsidies are deliberate Economic incentives in 133 countries
governmental fiscal actions to influence market
condition for production and consumption in
order to achieve public objectives, often
through direct transfer of funds (grants), credit-
related subsidies (interest rate subsidies,
preferential loans, debt foregiveness, export
insurance, loan guarantees and insurance
programmes), government equity participation,
revenue foregone or not collected (accelerated
depreciation and other tax deferrals, credits, refunds and exemptions from income tax, exemptions and
relief from indirect taxes), government provision or purchase, and income or price support. 86 reports
from 133 countries examined have certain economic incentives for conservation and sustainable use of
components of biodiversity and 47 has not
Addressing in'cer!tives' im':luding subsit'iies harmful to adopted any incentive measures. Among 129
biodiversity in 129 countries . .

reports examined, some 53 countries made some
progress in removing or mitigating policies or
practices that generate perverse incentives for the
conservation and sustainable use of biological
diversity, and 76 countries did not.

No
35%

Yes
65%

Trend: The international call for removal, reform
or phase-out of incentives, including subsidies,
harmful to biodiversity has become stronger in
the recent years. The subsidy estimation has
demonstrated that agricultural subsidies in OECD countries averaged US$261 billion/year in 2006-8,
global fisheries subsidies at US$15-35 billion, energy subsidies around US$500 billion per year
worldwide, transport subsidies US$238-306 billion/year, and water subsidies US$67 billion. A portion of
these subsidies re-directed can be significant for biodiversity objectives.

Options: The baseline for the indicator on resources mobilized from subsidy reform can be assumed to be
nil in 2010, because although a number of countries have started to reform subsidies, the resultant
resources remain largely insignificant up to now. The target by 2020 could be two-folded: all countries
will have participated in subsidy reform in favour of biodiversity objectives, and one third or even higher
of the subsidies harmful to biodiversity will be eliminated. An international levy could be imposed on
perverse subsidies in a way that countries must pay for introducing or maintaining these subsidies harmful
to biodiversity, and this levy could be used to reward the countries that reform subsides proactively.
Countries need to build better understanding of the adverse impact of their subsidies on biodiversity, and
a vigorous reporting system on subsidy also needs to be established.

! Strategic objective 2.4: To develop and implement economic incentives that are supportive of the Convention’s three objectives at local
and national levels, consistent and in harmony with the other relevant international obligations

Indicator: Resources mobilized from the removal, reform or phase-out of incentives, including subsidies, harmful to biodiversity, which
could be used for the promotion of positive incentives, including but not limited to innovative financial mechanisms, that are consistent
and in harmony with the Convention and other international obligations, taking into account national social and economic conditions

/...
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2.5 Financial deepening is essential to domestic funds and funding programmes through voluntary
contributions

Status: ' Domestic funds and funding
programmes enhance the visibility of funding Percentage of reporting (blue) and percentage of reported funds red)
availability to biodiversity, and about 64% of
Parties reported the establishment of new
domestic funds and funding programmes or the
enhancement of existing ones. Domestic Western Europe and
budgetary allocations are among the drivers of Others
creating and enhancing domestic funds and
funding programmes, and external voluntary
contributions appear to be the principal driver 6%
. . . . Latin America and
in most developing countries. In United Caribbean
Kingdom, the Heritage Lottery Fund distributes

a share of the money raised by the National
Lottery for Good Causes, and raised over £125 million for biodiversity projects in the past ten years.
Bangladesh and US government have established Tropical Forest Conservation Fund (TFCF) for
conservation, restoration and afforestation of tropical forest. In Chile, Agricultural Research Fund (FIA),
National Fund for Technology and Production (FONTEC), Fisheries Research Fund (FIP), CONAMA
Environmental Fund (FAC), Fund of the Americas, SAG Fund, National Fund for Regional Development
(FNDR), all provide financial support to biodiversity projects.

Asia and Pacific

63%

Africa

44%
52% 44%

33%

2% 74%

48%

74% ~ Eastern Europe

Trend: The number of domestic funds and funding programmes tend to increase during fiscal
expansionary periods, but decline during fiscal consolidation periods. Many countries continue to explore
opportunities through domestic funds and funding programmes. While the interest of biodiversity and
ecosystem services will be further extended into new funds and funding programmes, enhancing
biodiversity components within existing domestic funds and funding programmes can become
increasingly important. There will likely be more financial deepening for biodiversity in existing funds
and funding programmes in the coming decade.

Options: A challenge for mobilizing resources through domestic funds and funding programmes is to
maximize resources by bringing projects that have the same objectives together to coordinate and
synchronize their activities and objectives as pursued in Antigua and Barbuda. Domestic funds and
funding programmes with no specific biodiversity mandates offer greater potential for resourcing than
domestic funds and funding programmes with specific biodiversity mandates, but can be more difficult in
terms of coordination with biodiversity objectives. Official development assistance, particularly those
grants from the financial mechanism, may help leverage resources from domestic funds and funding
programmes with no specific biodiversity mandates. Safeguard policy on biodiversity and ecosystem
services needs to be introduced and implemented to provide assurance that domestic funds and funding
programmes with no specific biodiversity mandates do not run counter to the objectives of biodiversity.
Greater sharing of information and experiences on domestic funds and funding programmes, such as the
practice of earmarking for biodiversity, can help build stronger case for biodiversity.

! Strategic objective 2.5: To consider the enhancement of existing, or the establishment of new, domestic funds and funding programmes
through voluntary contributions, including for official development assistance, where biodiversity is identified as a priority by
developing country Parties in poverty reduction strategies, national development strategies, United Nations development assistance
frameworks and other development assistance strategies, that include innovative financing instruments to achieve the Convention’s
three objectives

/...
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2.6 Enabling conditions for private sector involvement require a systematic approach

Status:* 45% of the examined countries have reported training and capacity-building programmes to
implement incentive measures and promote private-sector initiatives, and 48% of the 133 countries
examined have developed or explored
Enabling conditions for private sector mechanisms to involve the private sector in
initiatives on the sustainable use of biodiversity.
In addition, countries have applied many other
64 forms of enabling conditions to involve the private
69 sector. The most popular form of enabling
myes mNo condition is to introduce private sector
59 management or co-management of biodiversity.
71 When annual funding of its parks system was
slashed by 20% since 2009, California concluded
its first corporate agreement with American Land
& Leisure Co. that would take over operations of three state parks for five years. The decentralization
policy in Burkina Faso, Cambodia, Uganda, Vietham and Zambia ensures increased private sector
participation and decision making in environmental and natural resources management. Zimbabwe
transformed some of its departments or parastatals to for subsidiary companies in order to mobilize
financial resources from their business
transactions.

Involvement mechanisms

Training and capacity-building
programmes

Popularity of enabling conditions
Trend: Private sector involvement, although
increasingly regarded as an effective way to
sustain biodiversity objectives during a period

Private sector management/co-...
Partnerships
Tax incentives

of budgetary difficulties, have helped broaden Associations
management perspectives on biodiversity and | platformyinformation sharing/guidelines
ecosystem services, by introducing private Legaland regulatory framework

Investment programmes/loint...
Award/recognition/sponsorship
Capacity building

sector provision of public good. The initial
measures of engagement, such as capacity

building, recognition awards and sponsorship, Representation in management..
investment programme and joint venture, Access to credit

. = - - . . - I T T T T
participation in management decision-making 002 4 6 8 101 1 16

and access to credit will continue to expand in
many countries, particularly in developing countries. The private sector will increasingly seek to provide
their expertise and resources in managing biodiversity and ecosystem services through management
contracts, voluntary covenants, public-private partnerships and trade associations.

Options: Governments can be more proactive in promoting private sector involvement in supporting the
Convention by providing tax privileges and incentives, legal, regulatory and administrative certainty and
information sharing platforms. Australia promotes voluntary conservation covenants on private land with
taxation concessions. Kyrgyz Republic and the Gambia work on legal and regulatory framework for
engaging the private sector. European Community has set up the EU Business and Biodiversity Platform,
which brings together businesses from six different sectors (agriculture, extractive industries, finance,
food supply, forestry and tourism) to share their experiences and best practices.

! Strategic objective 2.6: To establish enabling conditions for private sector involvement in supporting the Convention’s three objectives,
including the financial sector

/...
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1. MOBILIZATION OF EXTERNAL RESOURCES

Goal 3 of the strategy for resource mobilization intends to strengthen existing financial institutions and,
promote replication and scaling-up of successful financial mechanisms and instruments. The extent to
which developing countries and countries with economies in transition effectively achieve global
biodiversity objectives depends on the effective utilization of financial resources made available by
developed countries as economic and social development and eradication of poverty are the first and
overriding priorities of the developing countries. The resources from the Global Environment Facility
thus far have considerably contributed to the policy, regulatory, administrative and budgetary changes for
biodiversity in many developing countries and countries with economies in transition. External finances
continue to be critical for sustaining biodiversity achievements and in aiming for further and rapid
advancement towards the 2020 global targets for resources-constraining countries, particularly the least
developed countries and Small Island Developing States.
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3.1 Larger co-financing ratio appears to have slightly better chance of attracting increased GEF grants

Status:* The overall co-financing ratio for GEF grants has been increased by 14 per cent, from 3.19 in
Decreased GEF GEF-3 to 3.65 in GEF-4. Increased co-financing
Lansand Increased GEF ratio appears to have slightly better chance of
fnncing i Bameand | receiving larger GEF grants (increase in 30 cases of
finang‘;jﬂfatio 80 samples but decrease in 26 cases), and decreased

co-financing ratio can lead to higher chance of

receiving decreased GEF grants (decrease in 15
cases and increase in 9 cases). Co-financing ratios
Decreased GEF Increased GEF may not be necessarily correlated to the level of

grants and grants and development of a recipient country.

increased co- decreased co-
financing ratio financing ratio
32% 11%

The interest in financial institutions, other than the
Global Environment Facility is manifest in the decisions adopted by the Conference of the Parties. There
have been three to five requests to other financial institutions from the Conference of the Parties in its

o recent decisions. These decisions call to other
Number of requests to financial institutions . i i i i i R
financial institutions for financial support to
COP10 . .
0P protected areas, forests, coral reefs, indigenous and
cors local communities, island biodiversity, management
COP7 . . . . .
cops of invasive alien species, strategic plan, but most
cops requests to other financial institutions have been
CoP4 . .. . .
cop observed in the decisions on financial resources,
cor2 which directly demonstrates the increased level of
o ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ CBD and Parties’ support to other financial
-1 Q 1 2 3 4 5 6 . . . - . .
institutions that promote replication and scaling-up

of relevant successful financial mechanisms and instruments.

Trends: The average annual amount of biodiversity funding from the Global Environment Facility was
US$240 million in the GEF-3 replenishment period (2002-2006) and US$257 million in the GEF-4
replenishment period (2006-2010). The nominal annual increase was close to 2 per cent, and to a large
extent, helped offset the impact of inflation during the same period. Some 56 per cent of 138 recipient
countries (77) saw certain increase in average annual funding for biodiversity from the Global
Environment Facility over the two periods.

Options: The baseline for the financial mechanism in 2010 may be set at US$257 million - an annual
average of the GEF-4 replenishment period 2006-2010, and the baseline number of support to other
financial institutions in 2010 is 3 requests. As the financial mechanism is centered on the global financial
architecture for biodiversity, the target for annual funding average from the financial mechanism in 2020
could be set as 10%-20% of official development assistance marked for biodiversity (annual average for
the period 2018-2022), and the target requests to other financial institutions can be doubled by 2020. The
resource allocation system needs to reconcile and realign national priorities with global guidance in order
to maximize the impacts of resource allocation and utilization.

! Strategic objective 3.1: To enhance efforts in mobilizing co-financing and other modes of project financing for biological

diversity

Indicator: Amount of funding provided through the Global Environment Facility and allocated to biodiversity focal area

Indicator: Level of CBD and Parties’ support to other financial institutions that promote replication and scaling-up of relevant successful
financial mechanisms and instruments

/...
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3.2 Marked bilateral official development assistance has entered a growing phase

Status:! EU Institutions and the 23 countries that are member of the Development Assistance Committee
(DAC) marked US$6.57 billion biodiversity assistance from their development cooperation data in 2010,

three times higher than the same
measurement (US$1.35 billion in
current price and US$1.99 billion in
2010 price) in 2002. The percentage of
marked biodiversity in Dbilateral
official development assistance has
also increased from 2.54% in 2002 to
5.1% in 2010, with the average point
of 3.1%. The top ten donors are as
follows (in descending order in terms
of total amounts): Japan, EU
Institutions, Germany, Netherlands, 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
France, United Kingdom, Norway, Year

Marked biodiversity in bilateral official assistance plus 5.10%
EU institutions

3.87%

Spain, Denmark, and United States.
Eleven donors have higher than the annual ratio average of marked biodiversity assistance in official
development assistance over the nine year period, including Denmark, Japan, Netherlands, Finland,
Norway, Spain, Belgium, Ireland, Germany, Canada, and Australia.

Trend: The considerable increase in marked official development assistance for biodiversity can be
attributed to many factors. In addition to improved reporting, the global increase in available official
development assistance and the percentage increase of biodiversity in official development assistance
have also been observed. This has occurred, maybe coincidentally, after the adoption of the strategy for
resource mobilization when official development assistance marked for biodiversity dipped in 2008. As
the potential increase from improved reporting will likely be exhausted soon, the future trend in
biodiversity assistance will depend upon the extent to which overall official development assistance and
their biodiversity components can be further increased.

Options: The baseline for the indicator on financial flows in terms official development assistance to
developing countries in 2010 is 5% of official development assistance marked for biodiversity. The
effective consideration of future official development assistance should take place within the overall
financial architecture for biodiversity, in particularly in terms of effective allocations of available global
resources. If Parties are committed to provide 0.1% of global gross domestic products for biodiversity and
ecosystem services, it makes sense to set the target by 2020 that one third of biodiversity funding
available in developed countries will have been transferred to developing countries. This proportional
approach gives full consideration to all prevailing economic and financial circumstances. Appropriate
reporting framework, particularly reference handbook on marking biodiversity projects in official
development assistance will have to be developed, discussed and implemented.

! Strategic objective 3.2: To strive to increase official development assistance associated with biological diversity, where

biodiversity is identified as a priority by developing country Parties in poverty reduction strategies, national development strategies,
United Nations development assistance frameworks and other development assistance strategies and in accordance with priorities
identified in national biodiversity strategies and action plans

Indicator: Amount of financial resources from all sources from developed countries to developing countries to contribute to
achieving the Convention’s objectives

Indicator: Amount of financial resources from all sources from developed countries to developing countries towards the
implementation of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020

Indicator: Aggregated financial flows, in the amount and where relevant percentage, of biodiversity-related funding, per

annum, for achieving the Convention’s three objectives, in official Development Assistance (ODA)

/...
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3.3 Greater momentum is needed to implement the Monterrey Consensus

Status:' The Monterrey Consensus provides an international framework of resource mobilization for
broad development purposes, within which the strategy for resource mobilization for biodiversity should
be considered. Recognizing its importance, the ninth meeting of the Conference of the Parties adopted the
Bonn message on finance and biological diversity, as an input of the Convention on Biological Diversity
to the Follow-up International Conference on Financing for Development to Review the Implementation
of the Monterrey Consensus held in Doha from 29 November to 2 December 2008. The Bonn message
was posted on the website of the Follow-up International Conference, but was not referred to in the Doha
Declaration on Financing for Development. Nevertheless, the Monterrey Consensus and the Doha
Declaration outline a balanced approach to considering all the elements of financing for biodiversity,
including mobilizing domestic financial resources for development, mobilizing foreign direct investment
and other private flows, international trade as an engine for development, increasing international
financial and technical cooperation for development, external debt, and enhancing the coherence and
consistency of the international monetary, financial and trading systems in support of development

CPA volume and annual change (2005-2015) Trend: Global Country Programmable
Aid (CPA) in 2011 is estimated at US$
93.1 hillion, representing a decline 2.4%
compared to 2010. In real terms, the
decline represents nearly US$ 2.3 billion,
and countries in Central America and in
East Asia (e.g. Indonesia and the
Philippines) are mainly affected. Global
CPA is estimated to increase by 6% in
real terms in 2012, mainly due to
7 expected increases in soft loans from
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 204 2015 multilateral agencies. From 2013, global
) s = b CPA is expected to stagnate, reflecting
delayed full impacts of a great recession
on aid flows. In general, few changes are expected for Africa, but some decrease for Latin America.
South and Central Asian countries (e.g. Bangladesh, Myanmar and Nepal) can still experience some
increases in CPA.
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Options: The prevailing international development cooperation architecture has been built on market
interdependence and diplomatic necessity, and may require rethinking in terms of its relevance to
addressing global common concerns, such as biodiversity and ecosystem services, and climate change.
Further research needs to be advanced on the effective and efficient provision of global public goods,
including possible new financial arrangements. Development of a new development cooperation order for
addressing common concerns requires collective wisdom and visionary courage of all countries and may
not be avoidable eventually. The negotiation for post-2015 development goals and targets can be the first
chance to promote international rethinking on financing arrangements for biodiversity and climate
change. Parties and the Secretariat of the Convention need to avail themselves of new and innovative
ideas, thinking and knowledge on financing global commons, and proactively participate in the debates on
financial innovations and the need for a new development cooperation order.

! Strategic objective 3.6: To fulfil the implementation of the provisions of the Monterrey Consensus on mobilizing
international and domestic funding as related to biodiversity
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3.4 Donors mainly use trust funds to fill gaps in the system of multilateral aid

Status:* The idea of establishing new and additional funding programmes through voluntary contributions
has gained increasing traction under the Convention process. The Nagoya Protocol Implementation Fund
became operational at the Global Environment Facility in 2011, and the Japan Biodiversity Fund, though
not a separate trust fund, has been used by the Convention Secretariat to promote the revision of national
biodiversity strategies and action plans. The tenth meeting of the Conference of the Parties invited the
Global Environment Facility to consider establishing a South-South biodiversity cooperation trust fund
for the implementation of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 based on voluntary contributions.
Further ideas for biosafety trust fund and other special-purpose funds also emerged in several official
working documents in the past few years. This new phenomenon of fund creation has triggered the debate
on comparative merits of trust funds.
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Trend: Globally speaking, trust funds accounted for about 11 percent of total official development
assistance in 2007-2008, and donors’ trust fund contributions exceeded their International Development
Association (IDA) contributions in the past three IDA replenishment periods. In fiscal year 2010, the
World Bank administered about 1,075 active trust funds entrusted to it by just over 200 donors. The
global average indicates that trust funds for biodiversity may go up to US$600 -$800 million annually,
including through the Global Environment Facility Trust Fund, and there is considerable space for the
current level of biodiversity allocation through trust funds to grow. Even when funding is available,
according to Botswana, it is often difficult to get donors to invest in some biodiversity priorities.

Options: Trust funds do not necessarily provide additional financial resources at the global level, but can
add value by providing coordinated financing and grant resources on targeted issues for individual
countries, particularly considering the relatively low priority status of biodiversity and ecosystem
services, and the even lower priority status of certain biodiversity issues within the established
biodiversity assistance system. Despite considerable overlapping interests of various stakeholders in the
concept of trust funds, views still diverge on specific issues such as how trust fund allocation decisions
are made and how trust funds are governed and managed. Trust funds need to at least ensure sufficient
recipient participation and clear outcome objectives.

! Strategic objective 3.5: To establish, as appropriate, new and additional funding programmes through voluntary
contributions to support the three objectives of the Convention

/...
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3.5 Global stimulus packages were largely a missed opportunity for investing in biodiversity and

Status:* Public sector investment in nature
conservation can provide solutions to
severe economic crises. The Civilian
Conservation Corps (CCC), a public work
relief program that operated from 1933 to
1942 in the United States, provided
employment for 2.5 million young men in
implementing a general natural resource
conservation program in rural lands owned
by federal, state and local governments.
The global economic stimulus packages,
introduced after the 2008 great recession,

ecosystem services

[taly

Japan

Spain
Canada
Mexico
South Africa
USA
Germany
United Kingdom
France
Australia
China

Green Fund share of Economic Stimulus

79%

contained green investments in rail, grid, | Republicof Korea
water/waste, building energy efficiency,
renewable energy, and low carbon vehicles, and only very limited consideration was given to biodiversity
and ecosystem services. France’s stimulus package financed the priority areas identified within the
“Grenelle de I’Environnement” that support ecology, sustainable development and land use management.
Mexico invested in forest fire prevention measures, and Republic of Korea promoted the restoration of its
four major rivers to enhance adaptation to climate change.

Trend: The public sector varies by country, but many countries have established public sector investment
programmes, offering an entry point for promoting public sector investment in biodiversity and
ecosystem services. The surprisingly low level of overall public sector investments, other than budgetary
allocations, indicates that public sector investments have not been used effectively as a policy instrument
option, and that public sector investment can be a promising area for future exploration. In Comoros, the
offer of banking products remains relatively small, both in terms of savings and loans, for targeted
actions.

Options: Conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity largely remain within the remit of public
sector investment as about 90 percent of land and water for conservation is owned by governments
themselves. China introduced environmental criteria including biodiversity in credit policies of its state-
owned banks, and the practice may be replicated for all national development banks and agricultural
banks. In Belgium, export credit agencies have begun to consider biodiversity and ecosystem services.
Uganda incorporated biodiversity in its Sector Wide Investment Plans (SWIPs). Zimbabwe’s Public
Sector Investment Programme (PSIP) contains provisions to relevant departments and institutions. In
Antigua and Barbuda where government programs and projects make up over 50% of development, the
public sector investment programme (PSIP) process offers a focus on achieving predetermined goals
including biodiversity targets. In Brazil, Petrobras developed a biodiversity management system through
its corporate standard for managing potential impacts on biodiversity. Mexico incorporated environmental
criteria into investment projects financed by development banks. More comprehensive understanding of
public sector investment into biodiversity and ecosystem services and its dynamics is needed. With nearly
$5 trillion in assets under management at the end of 2011, sovereign wealth funds possess significant
potential for further investment in biodiversity and ecosystem services.

! Strategic objective 3.3: To mobilize public sector investments in biological diversity and its associated ecosystem services
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3.6 The avenues for private sector investments in biodiversity and ecosystem services remain limited

Status:! Private sector investment refers to investing activities by for-profit business entities, and can be a
driver for turning perceived global values of biodiversity and ecosystem services into multi-billion dollar
business operations. The diversity of private sector investors — domestic or foreign, large or small, formal

or informal — offers different challenges
and opportunities for realizing values of Macm-economic stability

.. . Transparent and accountable gov ernm ent
bIOdlverSIty' A very Iarge number  of Rigurs‘ll::usmlfumemmt of the rE]euf law

H H H H Functioning markets and institutions
private sector investors in the field of "I od and productive Lab our force

biodiversity and ecosystem Services are A strongcommitment to fighting bribe solicitation and corruption

. . . Affordable and accessible infrastructure
small and medium-sized enterprises, 0fteN  y,;aiectual property right protection
women-owned businesses. They need FPolitical and social stability
expanded access to financial services, greater access to associations and larger firms, support to
participation in national forums and capacity building. Microcredit and microfinance, as pioneered by the
Grameen Bank in Bangladesh, have emerged as new tools for promoting small-scale entrepreneurial
activity. Over 60 major private banks in developing countries have adopted the Equator Principles,
launched in 2003, committing themselves to financing only projects that meet basic environmental and
social standards, or where necessary, have social and environmental management systems to mitigate,
manage and monitor the impacts and risks. Georgia and Kyrgyz Republic advocated for ecological
insurance systems - a way of integrating risk, including environmental risk, into economic decision-
making, giving an indication of which risks are worth taking and which are not.

Trend: Global foreign direct FDI inflows, global and by group of economies, 1995-2011 (billions of dollars)
investment inflows to developing 25w
countries and countries with economies o0 ol

in transition reached over US$ 600 Developing economies o Fo. oo
billion in 2010, mainly in green-field
investments, and grew by 21% in 2011.
The flows to Latin America and the  °* =
Caribbean rose most since foreign 0 —_— ‘
. . ) . 2 8 5 &8 3 8 8 8 5 8 8
investors continued to find appeal in = & & 8 8 § ®8 § ®% §& W®
South America’s natural resources.

Nevertheless, it is rare that foreign direct investments participate in the provision of biodiversity and
ecosystem services. As the global market for green products and ecosystem services expands in size,
credit and security market can emerge for their producers, market operators and other providers of
associated services. Corporations offering green products and ecosystem services may even be able to
raise funds through share offering at domestic and international stock markets, and merge and acquisition
activities will also emerge to optimize management structure and force out inefficiencies in the global
system for biodiversity and ecosystem services.

Transition economies

1995
1996
1997
1998
2010
201

Source: UNCTAD World Investment Report 2012

Options: The baseline for the indicator on private sector financial flows to biodiversity in 2010 can be
significant in specific location, but globally may be deemed as nil in terms of billions of dollars. The
target finance from private sector for 2020 can be set as 10% of global biodiversity financing that comes
from the private sector. The statistical system for counting private sector investment needs to be designed
carefully, on which the future market for biodiversity and ecosystem services depends.

! Strategic objective 3.4: To mobilize private sector investments in biological diversity and its associated ecosystem services.
Indicator: Aggregated financial flows, in the amount and where relevant percentage, of biodiversity-related funding, per
annum, for achieving the Convention’s three objectives, in private sector
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3.7 National environmental funds

Status:* National environmental funds make a considerable share of its resources to conservation and
sustainable use of biodiversity, and in some cases, the entire environmental funds are designed for
pursuing biodiversity objectives. Some 87 Parties have
reported the existence or planned introduction of Asia and Pacific
national environmental funds used for biodiversity
purposes, implying that less than half the Parties have
adopted the idea of a special fund for biodiversity. The esterd furope and
established environmental funds differ in terms of

sources of revenue, governance and institutional
structure, scope of function, legislative base, relation to
national biodiversity finance structure, as well as other Latin America and
aspects. A review of 50 conservation trust funds has carbean
observed that some US $810 million have been raised
for biodiversity conservation worldwide, including 74% in Latin America, 10% in Asia, 9% in Africa,
and 7% in Europe. The contribution from United States, Global Environment Facility and Germany
accounts for 70%, and resources from national governments and other donors cover the remaining 30%.

astern Europe

Poland: Structure of income of the National Fund in 2010 Planned financial commitments of Poland’s Environmental Fund for 2011-2015
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Trend: Unlike many biodiversity-specific funds and funding programmes, national environmental funds
normally have nationally designated stable sources of revenues, domestic and external alike. Despite the
competition by different environmental priorities for allocations from national environmental funds, many
countries, in particular in Africa and Asia, which do not yet have national environmental funds, continue
to advocate for new environmental funds in their national biodiversity strategies and action plans. The
Arab Environment Facility is already ready to grow. Zambia undertook the feasibility study to develop an
environmental fund with Norwegian funding. Zimbabwe’s environmental management policy and act
provides for the establishment of an environment fund. Bolivia’s National Environmental Fund
(FONAMA) had to be restructured to resolve institutional difficulties in terms of changes in mandate,
autonomy, hierarchy within the state apparatus, political problems that led to constant changes in
personnel, and delays in processing applications for financial support.

Options: The level of allocations to biodiversity from national environmental funds can be boosted by the
availability of international co-financing arrangements, and introduction of revenue streams arising out of
conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity as well as benefit sharing.

! Strategic objective 3.7. To continue to support, as appropriate, domestic environmental funds as essential complements to
the national biodiversity resource base
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3.8 Debt relief and conversion initiatives, including debt-for-nature swaps

Status:* Servicing of external debts may exert a devastating impact on biodiversity and ecosystem
services because the pressured need to generate hard currency through export can magnify unsustainable
exploitation pattern in relation to biodiversity and ecosystem services. A debt crisis can wipe out virtually
all financial gains in sustaining biodiversity and ecosystem services, and debt conversion, on the other
hand, can provide additional resources for conservation. 13 creditor countries and 31 debtor countries
have been involved in debt for nature swaps. Non-governmental organizations also collaborated with

250.00 official and private creditors, including
. Conservation International, The Nature

200.00 . .
Conservancy, the World Wildlife Fund,
150.00 * Smithsonian Institution, Rainforest Alliance,
100,00 Missouri Botanical Garden, etc.
. ¢ . . Conservation funds generated from debt-for-

* .
2000 e . ** o oo, nature swaps peaked in 1992 and 1993, and
> . - .
000 te o have since then stabilized in terms of
1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 .
generated funds and number of transactions.
# Conservation Funds generated from debt for nature swaps (USS in million)

Trend: Among the seven developing
countries with the highest external debt stock in 2010, five countries are listed by Conservation
International as mega-diverse countries, including China, Brazil, India, Mexico and Indonesia. Half of the
twenty-two developing countries with the highest external debt stock in 2010 are members of the Like-
Minded Mega-diverse Countries. Although these countries have managed their debt services well by
increasing international reserves, any surprise debt shock can lead to unprecedented adverse impacts on
achieving biodiversity objectives on the global scale. Debt-for-nature swaps have moved away from
forcing a reactive solution for debtors in distress, to seeking a proactive outcome of debt solution for
debtors not so much deep in debt problems. For instance, the latest debt-for-nature agreement signed
between the United States of America and Brazil in August, 2010 aimed to reduce Brazil’s debt payments
to the United States by close to $21 million through 2015. There is still considerable interest from creditor
countries in debt swap, and the Global Fund to fight Aids, tuberculosis and malaria received considerable
amounts from Australia and Germany. France planned debt reduction contract for development up to 1.5
billion € for ten countries between 2000 and 2015. Through the debt relief initiatives, eligible countries
have increased markedly their expenditures on health, education, and other social services. On average,
such spending is about five times the amount of debt-service payments. However, poverty reduction
strategy papers provide little evidence that support mainstreaming biodiversity and ecosystem services in
these countries.

Options: Global consideration needs to be on the chronic problem for addressing the potential adverse
impacts of external debts on biodiversity and ecosystem services. One option is to allow an automatic
reduction of 1% of all external debts of developing countries and countries with economies in transition,
and use the resultant funds to support biodiversity and ecosystem services. Using the data of total external
debt outstanding in 2010, the nature in lieu of debt option can generate some US$40.76 billion per year.
Several developing countries have demonstrated continued interest in exploring the opportunity of debt-
for-nature swap, including Colombia, Central African Republic, Bhutan, Democratic Republic of Congo,
Gambia and Indonesia, with present and potential donors.

! Strategic objective 3.8: To promote biological diversity in debt relief and conversion initiatives, including debt-for-nature swaps
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V. INNOVATIVE FINANCIAL MECHANISMS

Goal 4 of the strategy for resource mobilization explores new and innovative financial mechanisms at all
levels with a view to increasing funding to support the three objectives of the Convention. Innovative
financial mechanisms have the potential to generate substantial financial resources and also bring new
perspectives on biodiversity financing. Removal, reform or phase-out of perverse incentives can
considerably reduce the financial needs of addressing the adverse impacts of these incentives, even when
the freed resources are returned to general budgetary accounts, not to biodiversity allocations per se.
Regulated by appropriate safeguards, markets for green products and ecosystem services provide a new
avenue of generating financial resources by market creation and trade expansion. The market and trade
opportunities for biodiversity and ecosystem services can bring effective transformation to the prevailing
economic and financial analysis of unsustainable development projects.

Further development of innovative financial mechanisms can benefit from the following four core
principles:

Principle 1: Innovative financial mechanisms should be consistent and in harmony with the Convention
on Biological Diversity and its protocols and ensure that they are not used to undermine unique
components of biodiversity

Principle 2: Innovative financial mechanisms should not replace the financial mechanism established
under the provisions of Article 21 of the Convention, and the resultant resources are complementary to
the commitment and obligations of Parties under the provisions of Article 20 of the Convention

Principle 3: Innovative financial mechanisms should respect, preserve and maintain knowledge,
innovations and practices of indigenous and local communities, and bring added benefits to indigenous
and local communities

Principle 4: Innovative financial mechanisms should be consistent and in harmony with the relevant
international obligations, and should not be used as a disguised restriction on international trade



UNEP/CBD/COP/11/INF/16
Page 28

4.1 Euroepean Union’s agri-environment model has the potential for wider replication

Status:* Payment for ecosystem services, an infant form of market for ecosystem services, refers to
financial transactions through which the provision of specific ecosystem services is either not adversely
affected by projected development activities or enhanced by proactive project activities. Most large-scale
schemes of payment for ecosystem
services have been sponsored by
governments.

/\\ Agri-environmental measures

w00 / — provide payments to farmers in

EU budget spending on agri-environment, 1993-2003

return for carrying out
\/ commitments that go beyond legal
// e obligations and provide
environment  services such as
/ reducing  environmental  risks
sm / associated with intensive farming,
and/or preserving nature and
T oW e o we e A omm o cultivated landscapes in  more
extensive farming areas. The
measures are designed at national, regional or local level and pay for additional costs and income
foregone due to the commitments stipulated in contracts between farmers and respective administration.
EU spending on agri-environment has progressed rapidly after agri-environment measures were
introduced to the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) in 1992, and amounts to nearly 20 billion € or 22%
of the expenditure for rural development for 2007-2013.
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Trend: The concept of payment for
ecosystem services has been spread steadily
from developed countries to less developed
countries over the past two decades. Latin | 19%
America is accumulating more interests and | 3%
experiences than other developing regions,
but other regions will likely catch up rapidly.

Percentage of countries with PES by region

60%
40%

20%
Options: The baseline for the indicator on 0%

the number of initiatives on payment for Asia and Africa Fastern Latin Western
A j ) Pacific Europe Americaand  Europe and
ecosystem services in 2010 is 28.5% of Caribbean Others

countries with or interested in payment for
ecosystem services. The target for 2020 can be that all countries will develop an interest in and design and
implement payment for ecosystem services schemes. The exact magnitude of resultant funding in 2010
will be available over time when appropriate statistical system is in place, but such funding can be tripled
if the scheme is replicated successfully worldwide due to the current low base of relevant activities.

! Strategic objective 4.1: To promote, where applicable, schemes for payment for ecosystem services, consistent and in

harmony with the Convention and other relevant international obligations

Indicator: Number of initiatives, and respective amounts, supplementary to the financial mechanism established under Article

21, that engage Parties and relevant organizations in new and innovative financial mechanisms, which consider intrinsic values and all
other values of biodiversity, in accordance with the objectives of the Convention and the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources
and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of the Benefits Arising out of Their Utilization
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4.2 In the United States, the number of wetland banks have grown phenomenally over the past two
decades

Status: ! Biodiversity offset mechanisms are well advanced in North America and Australia, and
increasingly developed in a number of European countries, such as United Kingdom, France and Sweden.

Private and public expenditures for
ecological compensation under key
federal programs are estimated to be | 3% W Active banks
approximately $3.8 hillion annually in | 700 m Sold-out banks
2005 in the United States. Mitigation | eoo —— i
banking  mechanisms can  reduce | swo

uncertainty over whether the | 400 130 e
compensatory  mitigation ~ will  be |,

successful in offsetting project impacts; | 197 169 182
assemble and apply extensive financial 100 g6 64 95 75 88
resources, planning, and scientific = | Ii |

. . 0 -
expertise not always available to many 1992 5001 5005 5009 5010

900
798

permittee-responsible compensatory
mitigation proposals; reduce permit processing times and provide more cost-effective compensatory
mitigation opportunities; and enable the efficient use of limited agency resources in the review and
compliance monitoring of compensatory mitigation projects because of consolidation.

Trend: Over two thirds of countries
have legal requirements through
B Legal base available W Offsetting environmental impact assessment
legislations, policies and procedures
for compensations for environmental
damages, and nearly a quarter of them
have already implemented or tested
various forms of biodiversity offset
mechanisms. As 9 percent of global
ecosystems need to be restored under
the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity
2011-2020, the  potential  for
biodiversity offsets can amount up to

Offsetting mechanisms by region

Western Europe and Others
Latin America and Caribbean
Eastern Europe

Africa

Asia and Pacific

$45 billion through ecosystems restoration.

Options: The baseline for the indicator on the number of initiatives on biodiversity offset mechanisms in
2010 is 23.8% of countries with some form of biodiversity offset mechanisms. The target for 2020 can be
that all countries will benefit from biodiversity offset mechanisms. The approximate magnitude of
resultant funding in 2010 is around US$5 billion and this estimate will be more precise over time when
appropriate statistical system is in place. Such funding can be more than tripled if international protocols
and best practice guidelines accompanied by capacity building and technical assistance are available.

! Strategic objective 4.2: To consider biodiversity offset mechanisms where relevant and appropriate while ensuring that they

are not used to undermine unique components of biodiversity

Indicator: Number of initiatives, and respective amounts, supplementary to the financial mechanism established under Article

21, that engage Parties and relevant organizations in new and innovative financial mechanisms, which consider intrinsic values and all
other values of biodiversity, in accordance with the objectives of the Convention and the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources
and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of the Benefits Arising out of Their Utilization
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4.3 Environmental Fiscal Reform

Status:* Environmental fiscal reform refers to a wide range of structural adjustments to a country’s fiscal
system, particularly taxation models and fiscal incentives, which can reflect true values and importance of
biodiversity and ecosystem services in national economies. Over 70 countries indicated that certain fiscal
measures have been undertaken or planned.
Sri Lank introduced environmental tax system

Environmental Taxes in OECD countries

Percant-point change from 19296 % of total tax receipts in 2006
o =z a & 8

olee (NBHREHERES into the 2008 budget proposals. Georgia tried
oo peemen to bring the budget law and tax law in line
18T man with environmental legislation. In the
e e o Netherlands, revenues from green taxes over
o e the past 23 years quadrupled from 4.8 billion
+1.28 rotana euros in 1987 to nearly 20 billion euros in
i 2010. In Philippines, the Gilutongan Island
ool Marine Sanctuary (GIMS) in the Municipality
000 Unned Staves of Cordova in Cebu generated about PhP 3.0
R sewee:ceee Million in user fee income in 2008 compared

Source: http://media.economist.com/images/columns/2008w14/Environment jpg to about PhP 550,000 in 2001. Tax exemptions

for biodiversity-related objects and activities e

are observed in a large number of countries P2 000000 00 SR G AT

including Kenya and Myanmar. Norway 4
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environmental  considerations in  public 8

procurement processes. In Brazil and Portugal, S i
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Trend: 37% of countries have some e meome e GG e e ooe - meipalty of Cordovan
experience of mobilizing resources from reforming fiscal systems. There is still considerable fiscal space
available for introducing fiscal measures in many countries and deepening existing environmental fiscal
reforms that have proved successful.

Options: The baseline for the indicator on the number of initiatives on environmental fiscal reform in
2010 is that 37% of countries undertook such reform. The target for 2020 can be that all countries will
benefit financially from environmental fiscal reforms. The precise amount of resultant funding is reflected
in new national budgets for biodiversity and ecosystem services. Parties need to first undertake a review
of fiscal system from the perspectives of biodiversity and ecosystem services, identify potential
opportunities for reform, mobilize public support and international financial support for smoothing the
transition, and address associated effects.

! Strategic objective 4.3: To explore opportunities presented by environmental fiscal reforms including innovative taxation

models and fiscal incentives for achieving the three objectives of the Convention

Indicator: Number of initiatives, and respective amounts, supplementary to the financial mechanism established under Article

21, that engage Parties and relevant organizations in new and innovative financial mechanisms, which consider intrinsic values and all
other values of biodiversity, in accordance with the objectives of the Convention and the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources
and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of the Benefits Arising out of Their Utilization
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4.4.1 Markets for green products can be boosted by green purchases

Status:* Market for green products refers to the trade mechanism for products certified using criteria that
support the three objectives of the Convention. Such products are either natural products including wild
plant and animal products used as food sources or used for biochemicals, new pharmaceuticals,
cosmetics, personal care,
bioremediation,  biomonitoring, and
ecological restoration, or nature-based
products involving many industries, such
as agriculture, fisheries, forestry,
biotechnology  based on  genetic
resources, recreation and ecotourism.
Nearly 50 countries reported national
measures to promote certification and
organic products, and nearly forty
certification schemes and standards are Deve bpazent of or gaically fanmed ares in Swrizerland (Soue: OFAG).

available internationally for agriculture,

finance, fisheries, forestry, mining, tourism, carbon and biotrade. Some countries committed themselves
to create specific products brands, and part of the revenues from the sale of these products are reallocated
to finance programmes to sustain biodiversity and ecosystem services. American Express, Apple, Beats
by Dr. Dre, Belvedere Vodka, Bugaboo,
Converse, Dell, Gap, Nike, Penfolds, and
Starbucks contributed, through branding,
US$161 million to the Global Fund to fight
Aids, tuberculosis and malaria since 2006.
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Trend: The market for green products is

Eastern driven by green producers, and can be scaled

Fuope - Lan western up by green purchasers. Many governments,

o e influenced by the directives and Action Plan

for Green Public Procurement in the EU,

have established green procurement policies that stimulate markets which might otherwise be slow to

develop. Standards and criteria can well inform green private procurements. In 2009, goods and services

expense of governments were US$2,221 billion - 12 per cent of their total expenses, and 3.8 per cent of

global gross domestic products. Any percentage of this amount means a significant market for green
products.

Asia and
Pacific

Options: The baseline for the indicator on the number of initiatives on market for green products in 2010
is that 25% of countries have taken measures related to market for green products. The target for 2020 can
be that all countries will benefit from the growing market for green products. The accurate estimates of
resultant funding for biodiversity in 2010 can be defined when necessary data becomes available, and
may be deemed as nil in terms of billions of dollars. The target amount can be derived from a target of a
quarter of global government purchases that come from market for green products.

! Strategic objective 4.4: To explore opportunities presented by promising innovative financial mechanisms such as markets

for green products, business-biodiversity partnerships and new forms of charity

Indicator: Number of initiatives, and respective amounts, supplementary to the financial mechanism established under Article

21, that engage Parties and relevant organizations in new and innovative financial mechanisms, which consider intrinsic values and all
other values of biodiversity, in accordance with the objectives of the Convention and the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources
and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of the Benefits Arising out of Their Utilization
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4.4.2 Business-biodiversity partnerships call for business approaches

Status: * Business-biodiversity partnerships offer operational arrangements that take advantage of
enabling conditions and deliver private resources for biodiversity objectives. There are higher percentages
of developing countries in Africa, Latin America and Caribbean, Asia and Pacific that work on partnering
with the business sector than that of developed
countries. Many developing countries are
focused on inducement measures that may
attract business engagement, while in developed
countries, business-biodiversity partnerships are
already providing business solutions to
biodiversity problems. Austrian Development
Co-operation promotes  public  private
partnerships in development activities including
the environment.

Countries working on partnerships by region (Red area
indicating no activity)

Asia and Pacific

Western Europe and
Others

Africa

Latin America an

Caribbean Eastern Europe

Trend: Despite the widespread interest in private funding, the global progress on business and

biodiversity partnerships
remains slow in pace and
limited in scope. While
business and biodiversity
partnerships will continue to
spread out to all sectors and
all countries, how to enhance
resourcing contents of such
partnerships will also need to
be explored. Developing
countries have an additional
challenge of reconciling
biodiversity objectives and
the need to attract foreign
investments, including by
multinational corporations.

Options: The baseline for the
indicator on the number of
initiatives on business-

Sector Examples of case study
Agriculture & Food Hokkaido Fuyumizu-tambo (Winter-flooded Rice Paddies) Project (Aleph Inc.);
Best Atlantic Canada Best Management Practices Program (Syngenta)

Banking & Financial Testing the first habitat banking project in Europe

Services

Cosmetics Sharing the benefits arising from the use of biodiversity in cosmetics;
Responsible sourcing of argan oil (L'Oréal)

Energy Ontario Power Generation biodiversity policy (Canada); Partnering for
biodiversity conservation on landfill sites (SITA France)

Fisheries International Seafood Sustainability Foundation (WWF)

Forestry & Paper Planting trees in the Philippines to preserve biodiversity (Pioneer Hi-Bred);
Implementing “zero impact” invoices (EDP — Energias de Portugal)

Biodiversity and Access to Affordable medicines (Labfarve, Colombia)

Ecosystem services review of an aluminum smelter in a biosphere reserve
(Alcoa); Land use stewardship standard implementation in facilities worldwide
implementation in facilities worldwide (Rio Tinto Alcan)

Biodiversity conservation through quarry rehabilitation (Holcim); Sustaining our
Great Lakes (ArcelorMittal)

Creating business value through ecological stormwater management (Cook
Composites and Polymers Co.); Utilizating household wastewater in the large-

Health & Pharmaceuticals
Infrastructure &
Construction

Mining & Extraction

Other Industrial Sector

scale (Dow)

Retail Biodiversity monitoring (Nestlé); Everyday Wildlife Champions (Procter &
Gamble Co.)

Textile Supporting Pesticide-free Cotton Farms that Contribute to Greener Agriculture
and a Better Environment (Tsubame Towel Corporation)

Tourism Penhale Sands Special Area of Conservation Project (Perran Sands Holiday Park)

Travel & Transportation

Water 20-year commitment to biodiversity (Anglian Water)

Source: Global Platform on Business and Biodiversity

biodiversity partnerships in 2010 is that 73% of countries work on partnerships with the business sector.
The target for 2020 can be that all countries will benefit financially from business and biodiversity
partnerships. The accurate estimates of resultant funding for biodiversity in 2010 can be significant for
specific sites and countries, but globally may be deemed as nil in terms of billions of dollars. The target
amount for 2020 can be set as 10% of global biodiversity financing that will come from business-
biodiversity partnerships.

! Strategic objective 4.4: To explore opportunities presented by promising innovative financial mechanisms such as markets

for green products, business-biodiversity partnerships and new forms of charity

Indicator: Number of initiatives, and respective amounts, supplementary to the financial mechanism established under Article

21, that engage Parties and relevant organizations in new and innovative financial mechanisms, which consider intrinsic values and all
other values of biodiversity, in accordance with the objectives of the Convention and the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources
and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of the Benefits Arising out of Their Utilization

/...



UNEP/CBD/COP/11/INF/16
Page 33

4.4.3 Charitable giving remains largely untapped for biodiversity and ecosystem services

Status:* Philanthropy is rooted in all cultures and all religions that promote philanthropic behaviour in
one way or another. Care for animals and the environment is part of this tradition, but has not benefited
equally from philanthropic giving worldwide. Globally speaking, philanthropic giving may mount up to
over US$600 billion per year, half of them in U.S.A and one fourth in European countries in recent years.
Very limited proportion of this funding has been channelled to biodiversity and ecosystem services. This
estimate does not include workers’ remittances from host countries to home countries. According to the
World Bank, officially recorded remittance flows to developing countries are estimated to have reached
US$372 billion in 2011, and are expected to reach US$467 billion by 2014 (US$615 billion if flows to
high-income countries are included). Any small portion of this massive flow can be financially significant
for biodiversity and ecosystem services.

Trend: Religious and cultural activities,
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found from non-government organizations and
grant-making foundations in U.S. Some 6
percent of grants from U.S. grant-making
foundations were devoted to the environment and animals, which was US$1.36 billion in 2010. If 5 per
cent of global philanthropic giving can be mobilized, some US$30 billion can be available for sustaining
biodiversity and ecosystem services.

Options: The baseline for the indicator on the number of initiatives on charity for biodiversity in 2010 is
nil and the global amount of charitable resources for biodiversity in 2010 is around US$1.5 billion. The
target for 2020 can be that at least two global initiatives on charity will be introduced, and some US$3
billion will be generated for biodiversity objectives. Some harmonization of tax standards for ecosystem
management institutions needs to be encouraged, considering that nearly all national regulations require
tax-deductible donations to be made to domestically-based organizations, even if it is to be used overseas,
but a donation with same objectives cannot have same tax benefits if made to foreign organizations. In
Armenia, a funding plan focusing on Armenian Diasporas, particularly in Europe and the Americas was
developed to promote investments from Diaspora for financing of environmental activities. Workers’
remittances have never benefited from income tax deductions in host countries. If tax incentives can be
provided to workers’ remittances that will be used by ecosystem management institutions, a single-point
percentage of the current remittances re-directed would bring nearly US$4 billion to ecosystem
institutions for biodiversity purposes.

! Strategic objective 4.4: To explore opportunities presented by promising innovative financial mechanisms such as markets

for green products, business-biodiversity partnerships and new forms of charity

Indicator: Number of initiatives, and respective amounts, supplementary to the financial mechanism established under Article

21, that engage Parties and relevant organizations in new and innovative financial mechanisms, which consider intrinsic values and all
other values of biodiversity, in accordance with the objectives of the Convention and the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources
and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of the Benefits Arising out of Their Utilization
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4.5 New and innovative sources of international development finance remain to be tapped
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mechanisms” was
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launched (co-sponsors:
Brazil, Chile, France,
Follow-up International
innovative financing to
achieve the MDGs

Status:* About twenty countries already set up one or more innovative financings so far, and raised nearly
US$6 billion since 2006. Advanced Market Commitments leveraged US$1.45 billion to guarantee the
price of vaccines once they have been developed. International Finance Facility for Immunization uses
long-term donor pledges from donor governments to issue bonds on financial markets, and levied some
US$3.4 billion between 2006 and 2011 for the GAVI Alliance (formerly the Global Alliance for Vaccines
and Immunisation). Solidarity levy on air ticket generated US$1.22 billion. Belgian Fund for Food
Security received 20% of the revenues of the national lottery each year. The Currency Exchange Fund has
mobilized US$ 50 million in the Netherlands and US$40 million in Germany.

Trend: Innovative development financing mechanisms have evolved considerably over the past decade,
60% Percentage of participating countries in the leading group on with grOWing interests  from  both developed and
0% innovative finance for development developing countries. African Group and Western EUl'Ope
a5% and Others Group have demonstrated the highest interest
in those mechanisms, while the interest from Eastern
Europe Group, Asia Group and Latin America is

0%
30%
20%

% 24% )
lsy 2 developing.
African  Asian Group  Global Eastem Latin Western A A o
Group average  Furopean  American  Furopean OptlonS: The baseline for the indicator on the number of
Group and and Others

Carbbean Group initiatives on innovative development financing for

(Gifgs_fq [WEOG) biodiversity and the global amount of resultant resources

in 2010 is nil. The target for 2020 can be that similar

innovative mechanisms will be introduced for biodiversity, and mobilize a symbolic amount of US$1

billion for biodiversity objectives. For instance, the concept of advanced market commitment can easily

be replicated to the market for green products where certain price guarantee for green products can

effectively transform production decisions for green products. International finance facility can be

introduced to enable the Global Environment Facility Trust Fund to frontload the replenishment resources
for immediate project commitments.

! Strategic objective 4.5: To integrate biological diversity and its associated ecosystem services in the development of new and

innovative sources of international development finance, taking into account conservation costs

Indicator: Number of initiatives, and respective amounts, supplementary to the financial mechanism established under Article

21, that engage Parties and relevant organizations in new and innovative financial mechanisms, which consider intrinsic values and all
other values of biodiversity, in accordance with the objectives of the Convention and the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources
and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of the Benefits Arising out of Their Utilization
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4.6 Climate funding can contribute to biodiversity objectives tremendously

Status:* Climate change has been identified as an emerging major cause of biodiversity loss, and any
funding action that combats climate change is thus also considered to address biodiversity objectives.
Some climate interventions have explicit
relevance to conservation and sustainable
use of biodiversity. On average, about 23%
of development assistance projects marked
for climate change are also marked for agh 0% o a1
biodiversity. This ratio may go up when ’

climate adaptation marker is to be
introduced. The percentage of biodiversity-
related climate change projects in all
climate projects is relatively high,
signifying that biodiversity contents can
help spread out the impacts of climate investments.

i Biodiversity in marked climate assistance
mmm Biodiversity in the number of marked climate projects

—— Linear (Biodiversity in marked climate assistance)

54%

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Trend: If the Copenhagen Accord is to be followed, some
Growth of Carbon Funds and . . ) ] .

Facilities at the World Bank US$100 billion climate funding will be mobilized annually,
and based on the historic trend, direct benefits to biodiversity
conservation and sustainable use are on the order of US$20-
25 billion per year. World Bank Carbon Finance Unit has
reported an increasing number of climate projects that also
meet biodiversity objectives.

2500

1500

(in USS million)

1000

World Bank Carbon Funds and Facilities
BioCarbon Fund (BioCF) (2004)

Carbon Fund for Europe (CFE) (2007)
Carbon Partnership Facility (CPF) (2010)
Community Development Carbon Fund {(CDCF) (2003)

. ] 2000 2001 2002 70?3 2004 2005 2006 700-7 ?OQE- 2009 2010 Danish Carho‘n Fund (DCF} (20[]5}
Options: The baseline for the indicator o g...; carnon Partnership faciliy (FCPF) (2008)

the number of initiatives to integrate italian Carbon Fund (ICF) (2004)

biodiversity into climate funding schemes Metherlands Clean Development Mechanism Facility (NCDMF) (2002)

. . 0 .. Metherlands European Carbon Facility (NECF) (2004)

in 2010 is 2, and about 24% of official  partership for Market Readiness (PMR) (2010)

development assistance for climate change  Prototype Carbon Fund (PCF) (2000)

: P : Spanish Carbon Fund (SCF) {2005)

is also marked for blodlvers!ty. The target Umbrella Carbon Facilty (UCF) (2006)

for 2020 can be that all climate funding

schemes will have been integrated with the consideration of biodiversity and ecosystem services, and
20%-25% will be mobilized from these schemes for biodiversity objectives. Projects addressing climate
and biodiversity objectives need to be preferred to single-purposed projects, in order to achieve savings
and environmental impacts. Key biodiversity players need to seek and play a proactive role in advocating
biodiversity objectives in the existing Climate Investment Fund, and the emerging green climate fund.
Countries need to incorporate the double benefits of co-interventions in country-specific resource
mobilization strategies and financial plans for biodiversity.

o

! Strategic objective 4.6: To encourage the Parties to United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change and its

Kyoto Protocol to take into account biodiversity when developing any funding mechanisms for climate change

Indicator: Number of initiatives, and respective amounts, supplementary to the financial mechanism established under Article

21, that engage Parties and relevant organizations in new and innovative financial mechanisms, which consider intrinsic values and all
other values of biodiversity, in accordance with the objectives of the Convention and the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources
and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of the Benefits Arising out of Their Utilization

/...



UNEP/CBD/COP/11/INF/16
Page 36

V. MAINSTREAMING IN DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION PLANS AND PRIORITIES

Goal 5 of the strategy for resource mobilization undertakes to mainstream biological diversity and its
associated ecosystem services in development cooperation plans and priorities including the linkage
between Convention’s work programmes and Millennium Development Goals. Policy statements provide
a guide and reference in developing budgetary prioritization, and policy changes eventually result in
budgetary re-allocations. Although biodiversity and ecosystem services are increasingly referred to as a
cross-cutting policy and in development plans, strategies and budgets, frequent re-adjustments of national
polices and agency priorities require persistent advocacy for the importance of biodiversity and ecosystem
services and regular re-emphasis of biodiversity and ecosystem services in the framework of national
policies and agency priorities.
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5.1 Biodiversity as a cross-cutting policy must be renewed periodically
Status:* United Nations organizations, funds and

Biodiversity as a cross-cutting policy programmes scored relatively low among all the
development cooperation entities, due to the lack of
consideration at regional economic commissions and

Bilateral development agenies 493% several special purpose funds. Biodiversity is
sustained as a priority issue at a number of bilateral
development agencies, but it has become more

UN organizations, funds and programmes 44.9%

invisible in several bilateral agencies. International
Development Association does not have a specific
nternational financial insttuti theme on biodiversity, and African Development
nternational financial institutions and 62 5% o . . .
development banks °? Bank only addresses biodiversity in its
environmental safeguard policy. But both institutions

have financed biodiversity projects, and African
Development Bank is an agency for the financial mechanism.

Trend: International momentum and changes in  Channels of multilateral aid, 2010
leadership and policy reviews can lead to re-
prioritization, and the outcome of the United Nations
Conference on Sustainable Development is expected

Total $54.5 billion

Other

to have positive impacts. Si% N
United Nations
) ) ) ) World Bank development
Options: The baseline for the indicator on the B system
. . . . . . . . 25% 30%
number of international financing institutions, United
Nations organizations, funds and programmes and the
. . . : European
development agencies in 2010 is less than half of B ot Commission
these organizations take biodiversity and ecosystem Banks e

7%

services as a priority. The target for 2020 may be that

all these organizations have biodiversity and ecosystem services as a priority issue or a cross-cutting
policy. France offers principal stakeholders an opportunity to subscribe to its national biodiversity
strategies and action plans by signing a letter of engagement. Similarly, a Commitment to Funding Action
(CFA) Process may be established as a coherent framework through which international donors and donor
agencies can demonstrate their contribution to biodiversity and ecosystem services. Participating
organizations can establish and update voluntary funding targets for biodiversity and ecosystem services
at organizational level, and report publicly and annually on the achievement of those targets; mainstream
consideration of biodiversity and ecosystem services into relevant priorities, plans, programmes and
strategies; develop and enhance, where appropriate, funds and funding programmes for biodiversity and
ecosystem services, including through innovative financial mechanisms; collaborate with funding partners
with a view to scaling up financial support to biodiversity and ecosystem services, and become an active
champion for rapid and extensive biodiversity action; build significant organizational capacity to
understand fully the implications of loss of biodiversity and ecosystem services and enhance effectiveness
of funding action in support of biodiversity and ecosystem services.

! Strategic objective 5.1: To integrate considerations on biological diversity and its associated ecosystem services into the

priorities, strategies and programmes of multilateral and bilateral donor organizations, including sectoral and regional priorities, taking
into account the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness

Indicator: Number of international financing institutions, United Nations organizations, funds and programmes, and the

development agencies that report to the Development Assistance Committee of Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD/DAC), with biodiversity and associated ecosystem services as a cross-cutting policy
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5.2 Integration into national development plans, strategies and budgets calls for more operational
consideration

Status: ' Two thirds of countries have reported concrete actions to review and further integrate
biodiversity considerations in the development and implementation of major international development
initiatives, as well as in national sustainable
development plans and relevant sectoral ‘
.. . Major
policies and plans. Africa Group has the initiatives and
highest percentage of countries that have F’z‘g”j
integrated biodiversity into development plans
and strategies. In Latin America and
Caribbean, about two thirds of countries have

11%

not featured biodiversity in their development Review under
planning processes. Croatia indicated that the Some initatives o

. . . . . . and plans 21%
integration of biological diversity has been 48%

achieved at the legislative level (it has been
integrated into strategic documents) and in
sectors of agriculture, forestry, hunting, fisheries, environmental protection, nature protection, marine,
etc. However, in most of the sectors, no operational mechanisms for implementation have been
established. Similarly in Zambia, the poverty
reduction strategy paper and national
development plan have stand-alone sections on
the environment or natural resources (which
include biodiversity), but with no real
demonstrated linkages to other sectors. These
government documents are generally not
influencing the main  forces affecting
degradation because they mostly fail to establish
systems and processes that engage the dominant
sectors of society and government. Algeria left
funding needs of biodiversity to be taken care of

Percentage of countries integrating biodiversity by region
(Red indicates no activity)

Asia and Pacific

Latin America and

0,
Caribbean (o4%

Africa

v . ; ) .
Eastern Europe in national socioeconomic development plans.

Trend: Burkina Faso noted that biodiversity conservation and sustainable use must go harmony with
other national strategies and plans and sectoral development plans that exist or are being developed or
planned. Belgium promotes integration of biodiversity into development plans of partner countries.
France undertakes to turn biodiversity into a driver for development. Developing countries and
development partners of developed countries need to redouble efforts to integrate biodiversity and
ecosystem services into development plans and strategies, particularly whenever they are updated.

Options: The baseline for the indicator on the number of Parties that integrate consideration of
biodiversity and ecosystem services in development plans, strategies and budgets in 2010 is two thirds of
all Parties. The target for 2020 is that all Parties will have integrated biodiversity and ecosystem services
in development plans, strategies and budgets.

! Strategic objective 5.2: To integrate considerations on biological diversity and its associated ecosystem services in economic
and development plans, strategies and budgets of developing country Parties

Indicator: Number of Parties that integrate considerations on biological diversity and its associated ecosystem services in
development plans, strategies and budgets
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5.3 Biodiversity makes up less than a tenth of one percent of lending at the World Bank

Status:* All eight international financial institutions and development banks have either included
biodiversity in their environmental strategy document or in their safeguard notes, partly because of their
status as a GEF agency. In 2012, World Bank adopted new Environment Strategy for the next decade,
replaced the one adopted in 2001. Under its green agenda, World Bank focuses on how to nurture

sustainable growth and poverty
reduction while protecting
biodiversity and ecosystems, that is,
how growth can become more
sustainable and how investing in the 1500
environment can stimulate growth.
The new Strategy outlines four areas
of actions: support countries on
Valuation Of eCOSyStem SerViceS and 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
wealth accounting, including health Year

Annual investment by the World Bank

= |BRD Commmitment Amount = IDA Commitment Amount Grant Amount

2000

1000

Million US$

500

of oceans and marine biodiversity;
leverage work on oceans, fisheries, Source: World Bank project database, accessed in June 2012

marine ecosystems, and coastal

resources; expand financial and policy reform support for natural resource management and biodiversity;
strengthen capacity in strategic environmental assessment and country environmental analysis, including
analysis on ecosystem services; revitalize program focusing on pricing biases, subsidies, and market and
trade barriers to environmental goods and services; promotion of sustainable supply chains, etc. Inter-
American Development Bank is developing a Biodiversity Platform around mainstreaming biodiversity in
economic sectors and accounting for the value of ecosystems, maintaining the biodiversity endowment,
promoting private sector investment in biodiversity, and strengthening governance and the policy
framework.

Trend: Despite the strategic importance attached to biodiversity and ecosystem services, international
financial institutions and development banks still face several internal and external challenges.
Biodiversity is at most a secondary concern for these banks, and the work on biodiversity can be
undermined by more central pursuits with neutral or negative impacts on ecosystems, particularly at
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development and African Development Bank. There is little
incentive to work on “small” biodiversity projects when greater rewards come from working on the much
bigger loans for agriculture, industry, or infrastructure, both requiring similar time, energy, and approval
steps. The integration of biodiversity concerns into non-environmental lending can create win-win
situations, but may also involve both private costs and added bureaucracy, and encourage borrowers to go
for competing lenders.

Options: The baseline for the indicator on the financial flows from international financial institutions,
United Nations organizations, funds and programmes in 2010 is approximately US$ 0.45 billion. The
target for 2020 can be twice the amount from the Global Environment Facility. This target may be
affected by the pace of introducing agencies that will have direct access to the financial mechanism.

! Strategic objective 5.3: To integrate effectively the three objectives of the Convention into the United Nations development
system, as well as international financial institutions and development banks

Indicator: Aggregated financial flows, in the amount and where relevant percentage, of biodiversity-related funding, per
annum, for achieving the Convention’s three objectives, in international financial institutions

Indicator: Aggregated financial flows, in the amount and where relevant percentage, of biodiversity-related funding, per
annum, for achieving the Convention’s three objectives, in United Nations organizations, funds and programmes
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5.4 Project approaches to promoting regional, subregional and inter-regional cooperation and
coordination

Status:* The existing regional and subregional political establishments (UN regional commissions, and
regional and subregional community organizations) have been active in becoming partners at the regional
and subregional levels, but their involvement has been rather limited in terms of number of projects. The
majority of regional and subregional biodiversity
projects are initiated and executed by international
development  organizations and  financial | 2000
institutions, non-governmental organizations as
well as governments and key stakeholders of | 1500
donor and recipient countries. Regional and
subregional projects have grown considerably over
the past decade, passing the mark of US$ 2 billion 500
in 2010, roughly corresponding to the level of co-
financing for GEF regional, subregional and o AL NLEESE
interregional biodiversity projects amounted to 2002 2004 2000 2008 2010
US$1.89 billion in the same year.

2500

ODA marker
1000 W GEF

Trend: The growing trend of regional, subregional and inter-regional cooperation is expected to continue,
and by 2020, regional (subregional and interregional) projects may surpass US$3 billion. Regional and
subregional environmental cooperation arrangements will play a catalytic role in mobilizing within-region
partnerships, such as the African Ministerial Conference on the Environment (AMCEN) (organized by
UNEP and UN Economic Commission for Africa every two years), the Ministerial Conference on
Environment and Development in Asia and the Pacific (MCED) (organized by UN Economic and Social
Commission for Asia and the Pacific every five years), the Forum of Ministers of the Environment of
Latin America and the Caribbean (supported by the Inter-Agency Technical Committee (ITC)). The Joint
Annual Meetings of the AU Conference of Ministers of Economy and Finance and ECA Conference of
Ministers of Finance, Planning and Economic Development offers a promising occasions for developing
linkages between biodiversity and ecosystem services and finance, planning and economic development.

Options: Cooperation and coordination among funding partners at the regional and subregional levels
needs to build on the existing regional and subregional political establishments. Without involving
substantial negotiations at the highest level of governance, a pragmatic mobilization option is to advance
a project-based approach to regional and subregional cooperation and coordination. GEF Expanded
Constituency Workshops (US$10 million) bring regional and subregional groups of countries (GEF focal
points and convention focal points) together, and thus can be used as an effective and efficient platform
for incubating regional and subregional project ideas and concepts. Meantime, a longer-term vision for
the project-based approach needs to be developed by utilizing the existing arrangements, such as the
United Nations Regional Coordination Mechanism, United Nations Development Group, and regional
and subregional ministerial forums (environmental as well as development and finance), and enriching
them with biodiversity and ecosystem services as a thematic area.

! Strategic objective 5.4: To strengthen cooperation and coordination among funding partners at the regional and subregional levels,
taking into account the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness

/...
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5.5 Funding through international organizations and non-governmental organizations has fluctuated
with economic cycles

Status: ' Large international non-government organizations, including BirdLife International,
Conservation International, Flora and Fauna International, The Nature Conservancy, Wildlife
Conservation Society, World Wildlife Fund, and World Resources Institute, are only a small drop of the
ocean of non-governmental organizations, but have demonstrated unparalleled capabilities of resource
mobilization. The financial health of
these large international non-
governmental organizations also
serves as a bellwether for the entire | 2.50
community of non-governmental

2.00 -
environmental organizations. After a
sharp decline in revenues following 1507
the financial crisis in 2008, the | 1.00 -
seven  largest nongovernmental | .,
organizations have recovered to

their pre-crisis level, jumping over | %
the US$2.5 billion mark, though still
lower than the historic high. As the large non-governmental organizations spend roughly 80 percent of
their funding on conservation programs, policies, awareness and education, some US$2 billion may have
been extended from these organizations in 2011.

Total revenues of seven largest NGOs (in billion USS)

3.00

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Trend: Countries have become increasingly receptive to nature-based international organizations and
non-governmental organizations. Conservation organizations, such as WWF International, The Nature
Conservancy and Conservation International sometimes have an Australian arm, or are regionally
headquartered in Australia, with a focus on activities specifically in Australia’s regions. The mobilizing
capability of nongovernmental organizations is strongly correlated with economic and business
environments in respective countries. But in many cases, non-governmental organizations are much more
effective in mobilizing private resources from corporations and individuals. This trend will likely
continue in the coming decade.

Options: The baseline for the indicator on the amount from non-governmental organizations,
foundations, and academia in 2010 is approximately US$4 billion. The target for 2020 can be set at US$6
billion based on the historic trends. Governments can play a proactive role in helping non-governmental
organizations on fund-raising. The Netherlands invested 4.37 million € to scale up the ICCO (the
Netherlands-based interchurch organization for development cooperation) Fair Climate Fund with
commercial loans of 4.3 million € from ING., and United Kingdom contributed 50 million € and Gates
Foundation US$50 million to the GAVI matching fund approach to resource mobilization through non-
government organizations. The matching practice already exists for many other purposes in many
countries. Its conscientious use in resource mobilization for biodiversity can be an effective way to bring
coherence to resources from non-governmental organizations, foundations, and academia in overall
biodiversity funding plan in support of national biodiversity strategies and action plans.

! Strategic objective 5.5: To enhance financial, scientific, technical and technological cooperation with international

organizations, non-governmental organizations, indigenous peoples’ organizations and public institutions for biological diversity and its
associated ecosystem services

Indicator: Aggregated financial flows, in the amount and where relevant percentage, of biodiversity-related funding, per

annum, for achieving the Convention’s three objectives, in non-governmental organizations, foundations, and academia
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VI CAPACITY BUILDING AND SOUTH-SOUTH COOPERATION

Goal 6 of the strategy for resource mobilization is focused on building capacity for resource mobilization
and utilization and promoting South-South cooperation as a complement to necessary North-South
cooperation. Resource mobilization capacities are the prerequisites for successful resource mobilization
campaigns, but the field of biodiversity and ecosystem services has not been able to attract and retain a
critical mass of financial experts, particularly in developing countries and countries with economies in
transition. South-South cooperation, technical cooperation and capacity building are effective tools to
expedite the process of generating necessary financial capacities.
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6.1 Amount and number of technical cooperation and capacity building initiatives have increased
steadily

Status:* There are two basic types of
Amount and number of technical cooperation technical ~cooperation: (1) free-
standing technical cooperation, which
2381 2326 is the provision of resources aimed at
the transfer of technical and
1028 1188 T managerial skills or of technology for
o) 841 the purpose of building up general
Wﬁ national capacity without reference to
313 409 12 >88 532 the implementation of any specific
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 investment projects; and
—fi— Amount (USS million) Number of projects (2) investment-related technical
—— Linear (Amount (US$ million)) —— Linear (Number of projects) cooperation, which  denotes  the

provision of technical services
required for the implementation of specific investment projects. About 19.7% of all official development
assistance marked for biodiversity from 2002 to 2010 belongs to free-standing technical cooperation
projects. The amount of technical cooperation increased by 1.2 times from 2002 to 2010 using the
constant price, and the number of technical cooperation projects were four times higher in 2010 than in
2002.

Trend: Stand-alone technical cooperation accounts for around 10% of South-South cooperation. Many
South-South cooperation contributors (for example Brazil, Argentina, Chile, Cuba, Egypt, Indonesia,
Malaysia, Mexico, Nigeria, Singapore and Tunisia) focus mainly on technical cooperation, and a number
of developing countries have dedicated technical cooperation departments or agencies which are in charge
of most of their South-South cooperation. The technical cooperation include sending experts to advise in-
country, peer learning through study tours, training (technical and academic) and capacity building.

Options: The baseline for the indicator on technical cooperation in 2010 is 20% of official development
assistance. As technical cooperation is considered as part of official development assistance, future
changes in technical cooperation will fluctuate with the overall trends in official development assistance.
The target for 2020 can still be that technical cooperation will account for 20% of official development
assistance marked for biodiversity. As South-South technical cooperation is still a growing area, the total
amount and number of technical cooperation and capacity building initiatives can be doubled by 2020. In
order to access to technical cooperation, Parties need to improve the capacity for designing and
elaborating project proposals and applying for funding from all donors through training for key ministry
employees and non-governmental organizations in project development and grants applications suitable
for national and international donors. Various departments need to have trained personnel to ensure
implementation of actions identified within the plans and programs.

! Strategic objective 6.1: To build local, national and regional capacities on resource mobilization skills, financial planning and
effective resource utilization and management, and support awareness raising activities

Strategic objective 6.3: To promote exchange of experience and good practice in financing for biological diversity

Indicator: Amount and number of South-South and North-South technical cooperation and capacity-building initiatives that
support biodiversity

Indicator: Aggregated financial flows, in the amount and where relevant percentage, of biodiversity-related funding, per
annum, for achieving the Convention’s three objectives, in technical cooperation

/...
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6.2 The number of South-South cooperation initiatives continue to grow

Status:* South-South cooperation in the context of resource mobilization is defined as concessional loans
and grants and technical cooperation provided by a developing country for biodiversity purposes.
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of biodiversity are positive experiences for efficient use of resources. Cuba carried out training and joint
projects with Colombia, Venezuela, Dominican Republic, and Mexico. The bilateral Agreements for
Sustainable Development signed between the Netherlands, Bhutan, Costa Rica, and Benin have fostered
technical and policy exchange with Costa Rica for Bhutan and Benin.

Trend: Between 1990 and 2008, world trade expanded fourfold, while South-South trade multiplied by
more than 20 times its initial levels over the same period of time. As of 2008, developing countries
accounted for around 37 per cent of global trade and nearly three quarters of global growth, with South-
South flows making up about half of that total. Economists have predicted that by 2030 South-South
cooperation will be one of the main engines of growth, accounting for 57 per cent of the world’s gross
domestic product (GDP). Several developing countries agree formal programmes with Finance and
Planning Ministries, but most developing countries agree to South-South assistance at Head of State or
Government level, and provide technical cooperation via line ministers, other public sector agencies or
non-governmental organizations.

Options: The baseline in 2010 for the indicator on the number of South-South cooperation initiatives
conducted by developing country Parties is that 30% of countries are involved in South-South
cooperation initiatives. The target for 2020 can be that all countries will have participated in South-South
cooperation initiatives on biodiversity. Despite the tremendous flows of South-South cooperation, the
baseline in 2010 for the indicator on the amount of South-South cooperation initiatives for achieving the
Convention’s three objectives is still nil in terms of billions of dollars. The target for 2020 could be
established at an annual scale of up to US$1 billion by 2020, in order to effectively promote positive link
between South-South economic activities and biodiversity and ecosystem services. This message may
help attract necessary attention at the highest level of global governance, and triangular or hybrid
cooperation needs to be instrumental in seeding such a global target since developing countries need clear
reaffirmation of the commitments under paragraph 4, Article 20 of the Convention.

! Strategic objective 6.2: To identify, engage and increase South-South cooperation as complement to North-South cooperation
to enhance technical, technological, scientific and financial cooperation

Indicator: Number of South-South cooperation initiatives conducted by developing country Parties and those that may be
supported by other Parties and relevant partners, as a complement to necessary North-South cooperation

Indicator: Aggregated financial flows, in the amount and where relevant percentage, of biodiversity-related funding, per
annum, for achieving the Convention’s three objectives, in South-South cooperation initiatives

/...
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VII.  ACCESS AND BENEFIT SHARING

Goal 7 of the strategy for resource mobilization seeks to enhance implementation of access and benefit-
sharing initiatives and mechanisms in support of resource mobilization. Genetic resources are widely used
in several important industries with considerable financial benefits. In accordance with the Nagoya
Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of the Benefits Arising from
their Utilization, countries have committed to encourage users and providers to direct benefits arising
from the utilization of genetic resources towards the conservation of biological diversity and the
sustainable use of its components. Access and benefit sharing initiatives and mechanisms thus will
emerge as a new source of funding for biodiversity objectives.



UNEP/CBD/COP/11/INF/16
Page 46

7. In INBio, revenues from access and benefit sharing agreements are firmly embedded in its income
statements

Status: ' Access and benefit sharing measures,
including initiatives and mechanisms, have been Countries with access and benefit sharing measures
developed unevenly across regions. Latin America
and the Caribbean as well as Western Europe and
Others are far more advanced, with nearly half of their
countries undertaking access and benefit sharing Western Europe and
measures, than Eastern Europe and Asia and the Others
Pacific where less than one fifth have some access and
benefit sharing measures in place. Only a quarter of
African countries have undertaken similar measures. Latin America and
The known number of access and benefit sharing Caribbean
agreements involving financing are relatively low and

Asia and Pacific

Eastern Europe

concentrated in a selected group of countries. Their
associated financial contributions to biodiversity conservation are relatively small.

Trend: Global investment in research and development is expected to grow over the next decades, and
with necessary time lags, some access agreements may lead to benefits that can be shared. Some US$500
million may be mobilized from regulatory allocations and access contracts. The Nagoya Protocol
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Implementation Fund will play a catalytic role in advancing the development of access and benefit-
sharing agreements and a global multilateral benefit-sharing mechanism could play an important role as
mechanism for mobilizing resources for achieving the Convention’s objectives.

Options: The baseline for the indicator on the number of access and benefit sharing agreements involving
financial transactions in 2010, measured by countries covered, is less than 10% of the total number of the
Parties to the Convention. The target for 2020 can be that every country will have benefited financially
from at least one access and benefit sharing contractual agreement, which can be observed through the
number of internationally recognized certificates of compliance available on the access and benefit
sharing clearing-house and the countries of issuance.

! Strategic objective 7.1: To raise awareness and build the capacity of different stakeholders to implement access and benefit-

sharing initiatives and mechanisms

Strategic objective 7.2: To promote exchange of experiences and good practices in access and benefit sharing

Indicator: Number of access and benefit sharing initiatives and mechanisms, consistent with the Convention and, when in

effect, with the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of the Benefits Arising out of Their
Utilization, including awareness-raising, that enhance resource mobilization

/...
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VIIl. GLOBAL ENGAGEMENT FOR RESOURCE MOBILIZATION

Goal 8 of the strategy for resource mobilization is targeted at enhancing the global engagement for
resource mobilization in support of the achievement of the Convention’s three objectives. Global
awareness initiatives on funding needs provide a platform for all stakeholders to join their efforts to
mobilize resources. Such initiatives can attract better media coverage and reach more audience, including
high-level politicians, with more powerful political messages and more convincing evidences worldwide.
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8. The strategy for resource mobilization was reflected in some high-profile outcome documents, but
the momentum is at risk

Status:' Global awareness-raising initiatives extend influence over more than one geographical region of
the United Nations, which can be effectively pursued through the international high-profile political and
economic processes by making explicit statements on the need for resource mobilization for biodiversity.
The strategy for resource mobilization was part of the resolutions of United Nations General Assembly in
2010 and 2011 and of G8 Declaration in 2011, but not taken up by Group of 77, United Nations
Economic and Social Council Annual Ministerial Reviews and Development Cooperation Forums, annual
meetings of governing boards of International Monetary Fund and the World Bank, United Nations
Financing for Development process, Group of Twenty.

GA(64) GA(65); G8

T3 GA(62); G77; G8; G77; G8 G77; G8 G77 GA(66)

T4 OECD ministerial

T5 DCF; IMF/WB AMR; IMF/WB AMR; DCF; FfD; IMF/WB AMR; IMF/WB DCF; IMF/WB annuals;
annuals; G20 annuals; G20 annuals; G20 annuals; G20 G8; G20

Year 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Trends: United Nations Conference on Sustainable Development or Rio +20 points to a positive trend in
further exploring financial solutions in the coming years, by stating “We welcome the Strategy for
Resource Mobilization in support of the achievement of the Convention on Biological Diversity’s three
objectives, including the commitment to substantially increasing resources from all sources in support of
biodiversity, in accordance with decisions taken at the Tenth Conference of the Parties.” But the strategy
for resource mobilization has not been able to sustain traction at the United Nations General Assembly or
at Group of Eight, and financing for biodiversity will likely continue with no attention from other major
international processes related to finance.

Options: The baseline for the indicator on the number of global awareness initiatives in 2010 is that the
strategy for resource mobilization was incorporated in two outcome documents. The target for 2020 could
be that all nine major international processes will consider the strategy for resource mobilization or its
goals and strategic objectives in their outcome documents. This requires Parties to influence the
preparatory processes of nine international processes through respective organizing secretariats and key
negotiation groups. Parties and the convention secretariat need to proactively elaborate headline messages
for world leaders, and organize dialogue workshops, seminars and similar events with key stakeholders on
the margin of the nine international processes. The Conference of the Parties needs to deliver consensual
messages on financing for biodiversity through its high-level segments, to the major international
processes, as well as to financial institutions and development agencies.

! Strategic objective 8.1: To raise public awareness of the importance of biological diversity and the goods and services that it
provides at all levels in support of resource mobilization
Indicator: Number of global initiatives that heighten awareness on the need for resource mobilization for biodiversity

/...
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DATA SOURCES, TECHNICAL NOTES AND REFERENCES

1.1. Information base on funding needs, gaps and priorities (Goal 1)

National information is taken from national reports, national biodiversity strategies and action plans and
submissions which are available on the website of the Convention Secretariat. The data on protected
areas, land and water surface areas, and agricultural areas are taken from the World Bank Global
Monitoring Report dataset.

For the indicative order of magnitude estimation of funding needs for conservation and sustainable use of
biodiversity, a simple method is used: (land and water under protection * unit cost of conservation) +
(agricultural land under sustainable use * unit cost of sustainable use) + (number of species threatened *
unit cost of improved status for species threatened).

If a country has exceeded 17 per cent of their terrestrial areas and 10 per cent of their costal and marine
areas under effective protection, the known figures of surface areas of land and water under protection are
used. Otherwise, the targeted level of protection is used. Based on the experience of European Union,
25 per cent of agricultural lands are assumed to be under sustainable use by 2020. Two average unit costs
are used: the average expenses of 63 euros per hectare for 25 European Union member countries in 2010,
which incurred in Europe’s Natura 2000 system, and average subsidy of 16.2 euro per hectare to
sustainable agriculture from the European Union which is co-financed with an estimated equal amount of
support from respective national governments. Unit cost of improved status for species threatened is
based on the experience of the United Kingdom where conservation action plans have been prepared and
implemented for over 250 threatened species at a cost of around 400,000 pounds per plan, but only
$200,000 per threatened species per annum is assumed here for developing countries. The unit cost of
conservation and sustainable use is then examined on the basis of level of development.
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Bangladesh (2010). Fourth National Report (Biodiversity National Assessment and Programme of Action
2020), Department of Environment, Ministry of Environment and Forests, January 2010

Braat, L. & P. ten Brink (eds.) (2008). The Cost of Policy Inaction: the case of not meeting the 2010
biodiversity target, Wageningen, Brussels, May 2008

European Commission (2002). IRENA ((Indicator Reporting on the integration of Environmental
concerns into Agricultural policy) Indicator Fact Sheet, IRENA 1 — Area under agri-environment support,
Brussels

Gantioler S., Rayment M., Bassi S., Kettunen M., McConville A., Landgrebe R., Gerdes H., ten Brink P.
(2010). Costs and Socio-Economic Benefits associated with the Natura 2000 Network. Final report to the
European Commission, DG Environment on Contract, ENV.B.2/SER/2008/0038. Institute for European
Environmental Policy / GHK / Ecologic, Brussels

United Kingdom (2009). Fourth National Report to the United Nations Convention on Biological
Diversity, 18 May 2009

World Bank (2012). Global Monitoring Report 2012: Food Prices, Nutrition, and the Millennium
Development Goals, Washington DC
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1.2. Assessment of Values of Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (Goal 1)

National information is taken from national reports, national biodiversity strategies and action plans and
submissions which are available on the website of the Convention Secretariat.

References:

South Africa (2009). South Africa’s Fourth National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity,
Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism, March 2009

Inter-American Development Bank (2012). Leveraging Opportunities for Sustaining Growth: 1DB
Biodiversity Platform for Latin America and the Caribbean, Department of Infrastructure and
Environment (INE), June 2012

Lange, Glenn-Marie, Arati Belle and Sunanda Kishore (2010). Valuation of Ecosystem Services in World
Bank Group Work, the World Bank Group 2010 Environment Strategy Analytical Background Papers, 15
December 2010

World Bank (2010). World Bank Launches New Global Partnership to “Green” National Accounts -
Global Partnership for Ecosystems and Ecosystem Services Valuation and Wealth Accounting, Press
Release No: 2011/155/SDN, Nagoya, Japan, October 28, 2010

2.1. Domestic Expenditure for the Environment Including Biodiversity (Goal 2)

National data on environmental spending are taken from IMF — Government Finance Statistics Yearbook
database, accessed on 12 June 2012. The data on gross domestic products are taken from the World Bank
Global Monitoring Report dataset. Other national information is taken from national reports, and national
biodiversity strategies and action plans.

The combined global domestic products were estimated at US$ 63 trillion in 2010. As national
biodiversity spending ranges from 3% -10% of national environmental expenditures, national biodiversity
spending is between just above 0.02% and 0.07% of gross domestic products. This estimation is subject to
changes in definition of biodiversity and ecosystem services in national financial statistics. Countries
registered higher than 1 percentage of general government environmental protection spending in their
national domestic products in 2009 include Netherlands (1.86%), Malta (1.775%), Japan (1.42%), Ireland
(1.34%), Lithuania (1.18%), United Kingdom (1.08%), France (1.06%) and Estonia (1.01%).

References:

International Monetary Fund (2012). Government Finance Statistics Yearbook, online version

Namibia (2010). Namibia’s Draft Fourth National Report to the United Nations Convention on Biological
Diversity (UNCBD), Compiled by the Namibian Ministry of Environment and Tourism, August 2010

2.2. Development of National Financial Plans for Biodiversity (Goal 2)

National information is taken from national reports, and national biodiversity strategies and action plans.
The data on financial support in the past decade are taken from the project database of the Global
Environment Facility, which may be slightly different from those contained in the previous reports of the
Global Environment Facility.
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Reference:

GEF (2012). Report to the eleventh meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on
Biological Diversity, Washington DC

2.3. Sectoral mobilization (Goal 2)
National information is taken from national reports, and national biodiversity strategies and action plans.

The same methodology as provided under chapter 1.1 is used to estimate funding and investing
opportunities for sustainable agriculture and territorial waters under protection.

The estimation of funding and investing opportunities in transport is based on the World Bank study
showing that environmental assessments accounted for 0.06% to 0.45% of the total project cost, and the
costs of mitigation actions often required two to five per cent of project construction costs (could be
higher in urban areas or sensitive locations). The latest update of annual transport infrastructure
investment and maintenance data collected by the International Transport Forum at the OECD shows that
GDP share of investment in inland transport infrastructure has remained almost constant in Western
Europe (0.8%), which declined from an average 1.5% in 1975 to 1.2% in 1980, and North America
(0.6%) over the past decade. A range of 0.8% - 1% GDP invested in transport means that the world’s
investment in transport may be around US$505 billion — US$630 billion, and some US$12 billion —
US$32 billion should have been spent on biodiversity and mitigation actions. As global investment in
transport is expected to increase and probably be doubled by 2020, the estimated mitigation costs of
transport projects will likely be doubled as well.
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Algeria (1997). Stratégie algérienne et plan d’action nationale d’utilisation durable de la diversité
biologique, Tome VIII, Ministére de I’Aménagement du Territoire et de I’Environnement, FEM/PNUD
Project ALG/97/G31

Cameroon (1997). National Report, Ministry of the Environment and Forestry

Chile (2003). Primer Informe Nacional a la Conferencia de las Partes del Convenio Sobre Diversidad
Biologica, Comision Nacional de Medio Ambiente, Diciembre 2003

Colombia (1998). First National Report, April 1998

Estonia (1999). Estonian Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan, Estonian Ministry of the Environment,
Tallinn, 1999

European Commission (2002). IRENA ((Indicator Reporting on the integration of Environmental
concerns into Agricultural policy) Indicator Fact Sheet, IRENA 1 — Area under agri-environment support,
Brussels

France (1995). Circulaire n°® 96-19 du 12 décembre 1995. Relative a la politique “1 p. 100 paysage et
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Gantioler S., Rayment M., Bassi S., Kettunen M., McConville A., Landgrebe R., Gerdes H., ten Brink P.
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International Transport forum (2011a). Transport Outlook — Meeting the Needs of 9 Billion People

International Transport forum (2011b). Trends in Transport Infrastructure Investment 1995-2009,
Statistics Brief, July 2011

World Bank (1996). The Impact of Environmental Assessment: Second Environmental Assessment
Review of Projects Financed by the World Bank (July 1992 — June 1995). Washington, DC: World Bank,
Environment Department

2.4. Economic Incentives (Goal 2)

National information is taken from national reports, and national biodiversity strategies and action plans.
The indicative order of magnitude estimates for subsidies are taken from ten Brink, Patrick (ed.) (2011).
No separate estimation is done in this regard.
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ten Brink, Patrick (ed.) (2011). The Economics of Ecosystem and Biodiversity in National and
International Policy Making, Earthscan, London

2.5. Domestic Funds and Funding Programmes through Voluntary Contributions (Goal 2)

National information is taken from national reports, and national biodiversity strategies and action plans.
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Office of the Prime Minister, Government of Antigua and Barbuda, April 2001, UNDP Project
#ANT/97/1G/99

Bangladesh (2005). Third National Report, Ministry of Environment and Forests, 15 May 2005
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2.6. Enabling Conditions for Private Sector Involvement (Goal 2)

National information is taken from national reports, and national biodiversity strategies and action plans.
The popularity of enabling conditions is based on manual counting of measures or planned measures
contained in national information.
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the Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions: our life insurance, our natural
capital: an EU biodiversity strategy to 2020, Brussels, 3 May 2011, COM(2011) 244 final
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3.1. Co-Financing and Other Modes of Project Financing for GEF Projects (Goal 3)

The data are taken from the GEF Secretariat project database in June 2011. Both projects in biodiversity
focal area and those that have biodiversity components in multi-focal area of the Global Environment
Facility are included. Co-financing ratio is based on planned amount, not actually realized amount. The
annual average of GEF funding in a country is computed by dividing the sum of all GEF-approved
biodiversity projects by 4.

Requests to other financial institutions are manually counted after conducting a key word search through
all the decisions from the Conference of the Parties.

The GEF reported a cofinancing ratio of 1 (GEF) to 4 (cofinancing) from the biodiversity focal area, thus
assuming 20% of total project costs for GEF-related biodiversity projects. The share of the GEF in total
official development assistance marked for biodiversity has declined over time from just over 10% to less
than 4%.
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3.2. Official Development Assistance (ODA) (Goal 3)
The data are taken from the spread-sheets which are kindly provided by the OECD Secretariat.
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3.3. Implementation of Monterrey Consensus (Goal 3)

The diagram on CPA volume and annual change (2005-2015) is reproduced from OECD (2012).
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3.4. New and Additional Funding Programmes through Voluntary Contributions (Goal 3)
The data are taken, and the two diagrams are reproduced, from IEG (2011).

The potential of US$600-$800 million for biodiversity trust funds is estimated on the basis of two factors:
0.1% of global gross domestic products may be available for biodiversity and ecosystem services, and
about 11% of total official development assistance is channelled through trust funds historically.
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3.5. Public Sector Investments in Biodiversity (Goal 3)

The data on economic stimulus are taken, and the diagram is reproduced, from UNEP (2009). The data on
sovereign wealth funds are taken from UNCTAD (2012).
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3.6. Private Sector Investments in Biodiversity (Goal 3)

The data are taken, and the diagram is reproduced, from UNCTAD (2012)
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3.8. Debt Relief and Conversion Initiatives, Including Debt-For-Nature Swaps (Goal 3)

The diagram on debt for nature swaps is based on the data contained in Sheikh (2006, and 2010), and the
data on external debts are from IMF and World Bank.

The potential for the nature in lieu of debt option is estimated on the basis of two factors: outstanding
external debt data from IMF and World Bank, and a 1% automatic reduction.

The national information is from relevant national reports and national biodiversity strategies and action
plans.
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Target 15 states: “by 2020, ecosystem resilience and the contribution of biodiversity to carbon stocks has
been enhanced, through conservation and restoration, including restoration of at least 15 per cent of
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5.1. Policy integration at financial institutions and development agencies (Goal 5)

International financial institutions and development banks examined include: International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development, International Development Association, International Finance
Corporation, African Development Bank, Asian Development Bank, Inter-American Development Bank,
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, International Fund for Agricultural Development.

United Nations organizations, funds and programmes examined include: United Nations Department of
Economic and Social Affairs, Economic Commission for Africa, Economic Commission for Europe,
Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean, Economic and Social Commission for Asia
and the Pacific, Economic and Social Commission for Western Asia, United Nations Environment
Programme, United Nations Development Programme, United Nations Children’s Fund, United Nations
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Population Fund, United Nations World Food Programme, United Nations Office for Project Services,
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Development agencies examined include: Australian Agency for International Development, Austrian
Development Agency, Directorate General for Cooperation and Development (Belgium), Canadian
International Development Agency and International Development Research Centre, Danish International
Development Agency, Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Finland), French Development Agency, Kreditanstalt
fir Wiederaufbau, Deutsche Gesellschaft fir Technische Zusammenarbeit and Bundesministerium fir
Wirtschaftliche Zusammenarbeit und Entwicklung, Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Greece), Department of
Foreign Affairs (Ireland), Direzione Generale per la Cooperazione allo Sviluppo (ltaly), Japan Bank for
International Cooperation and Japanese International Cooperation Agency, Korea International
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ao Desenvolvimento, I.P., Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Spain), Swedish International Development
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Each organization is assigned with a score (0, 1, 2, and 3) based on whether biodiversity is taken as a
policy issue (0 is assigned for no consideration at all, 1 for some consideration in safeguard, 2 for
consideration in environmental policy or as a visible policy theme, and 3 for consideration at the
corporate level. Each category of organizations thus has a total score, and the actual score is then divided
by the total score that may be assumed when all organizations fully consider biodiversity as a cross-
cutting policy.
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The diagram on channels of multilateral aid is reproduced from United Nations (2012).
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5.4. Regional, Subregional and Inter-Regional Cooperation and Coordination (Goal 5)

The data used for the diagram are from the OECD Creditor Reporting System and Rio Markers, and taken
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5.5. International Organizations and Non-Governmental Organizations (Goal 5)

The estimates of total revenues of seven largest non-governmental international organizations are based
on financial documents of individual organizations. The exchange rates between American dollars, British
pounds, Euro and Swiss francs are taken from the European Central Bank.

The total amount from non-governmental organizations, foundations, and academia is based on the
known amounts of these sources. Grant-making foundations provide financial support to both non-
governmental organizations and academia. In some cases, an establishment can be classified into all the
three sub-categories. Considering the potential overlapping, the estimated amount is less than the
combined total of non-governmental organizations under this chapter and charitable giving under chapter
4.4.
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6.1. Technical Cooperation and Capacity Building Initiatives (Goal 6)
The data used for the diagram are taken from the OECD Creditor Reporting System and Rio markers.

References:

IMF (2003). External Debt Statistics: Guide for Compilers and Users — Appendix Ill, Glossary, IMF,
Washington DC

Task Team on South-South Cooperation (TTSSC, of DAC Working Party on Aid Effectiveness) (2010).
Case Stories accessed at
http://www.impactalliance.org/ev_en.php?ID=48706_201&ID2=DO_COMMUNITY

UNDP (1994). Buenos Aires Plan of Action for Promoting and Implementing Technical Cooperation
among Developing Countries, November 1994

United Nations (2009). Nairobi outcome document, General Assembly resolution 64/222, annex



UNEP/CBD/COP/11/INF/16
Page 66

United Nations (2010). Development Cooperation for the MDGs: Maximizing Results, ST/ESA/326,
Department of Economic and Social Affairs, United Nations, 2010

United Nations (2011). South-South and Triangular Cooperation in the United Nations System, prepared
by M. Mounir Zahran, Enrigue Roman-Morey, Tadanori Inomata, Joint Inspection Unit, JIU/REP/2011/3,
Geneva 2011

6.2. South-South Cooperation Initiatives (Goal 6)

The data on South-South cooperation are taken from United Nations (2010). The data used in the table are
from www.aiddata.org. The data on South-South trade and future developments are from OECD (2010)
and World Bank (2011).
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7. Access and Benefit Sharing Initiatives and Mechanisms (Goal 7)

The data on Inbio Instituto Nacional de Biodiversidad (INBio) are from its website. The data on global
investment in research and development are taken from OECD Biotechnology Statistics Database
(December 2011) and UNESCO Institute for Statistics research and development expenditure.

Globally speaking, annual biotechnology research and development expenditure is about US$45 billion,
including US$33 billion from the private sector, and US$12 billion from the public sector and
governmental expenditure. If the public sector allocates 0.5% of their biotechnology research and
development expenditure to governance and regulatory needs, some US$60 million can be expected for
developing and implementing necessary national, regional and global regulatory frameworks related to
Nagoya and Cartagena protocols. An annual investment of US$60 million can establish a sound financial
base for the two protocols. Not all biotechnology research and development expenditures are used to tap
the potential of genetic resources. A conservative approach is to assume that only 10 percent of all
biodiversity research and development activities are spent on bio-prospecting based on foreign genetic
resources and traditional knowledge, which leads to an estimated annual investment of US$4.5 billion.
Some of the expenses, say 10%, can be expected as benefits to local communities and research
institutions, and also to contribute to conservation and sustainable use of biotechnology (US$450 million
approximately). This will likely be doubled or even tripled over the next one or two decades.
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8. Global Awareness Initiatives (Goal 8)

The global initiatives cover the high-profile international events such as the General Assembly and the
Economic and Social Council of the United Nations, meetings of the governing bodies of the Bretton
Wood Institutions, ministerial meetings of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development,
Group of Eight, Group of Twenty Finance Ministers and Central Bank Governors, and Group of 77. The
relevance of awareness raising to biodiversity finance is classified into five tiers. The first tier describes
the full consideration of the strategy for resource mobilization and related biodiversity funding in an
outcome document of relevant major processes. The second tier indicates general consideration of
funding issues in natural resources and environmental management that may lead to increasing financial
support to biodiversity and ecosystem services. The third tier refers to the situation in which biodiversity
is discussed but with little attention to funding needs. The fourth tier only touches on general issues of
natural resources and environmental management without addressing financial matters. The fifth tier
deals with broad economic and social challenges with no specific attention to biodiversity and ecosystem
services.
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Leaders Statement: the Pittsburgh Summit (24-25 September 2009), London Summit — Leaders’
Statement (2 April 2009), the G-20 Toronto Summit Declaration (26-27 June 2010), the G20 Seoul
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AfDB
AMC
AMCEN
AMR
AsDB
CBD
CAP
COP
CPA
DAC
DCF
EBRD
ECA
ECE
ECLAC
ECOSOC
ESCAP
ESCWA
EU

FAO

FfD

FTC
G20

G77

ACRONYMS
African Development Bank
Advanced Market Commitment
African Ministerial Conference on the Environment
ECOSOC Annual Ministerial Reviews
Asian Development Bank
Convention on Biological Diversity
Common Agricultural Policy
Conference of the Parties
Country Programmable Aid
Development Assistance Committee
ECOSOC Development Cooperation Forum (biennial)
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development
Economic Commission for Africa
Economic Commission for Europe
Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean
Economic and Social Council of the United Nations
Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific
Economic and Social Commission for Western Asia
European Union
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations

Financing for Development of the United Nations Department of Economic and Social
Affairs

Free-standing technical cooperation
Group of Twenty Finance Ministers and Central Bank Governors

Group of 77
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G8 Group of Eight (Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Russia, United Kingdom, and
United States)
GA General Assembly of the United Nations
GDP Gross Domestic Products
GEF Global Environment Facility
IADB Inter-American Development Bank
IDA International Development Association
IFAD International Fund for Agricultural Development
IFFIm International Finance Facility for Immunization
IMF International Monetary Fund
IMO International Maritime Organization
INBio Instituto Nacional de Biodiversidad
IRTC Investment-related technical cooperation
MCED Ministerial Conference on Environment and Development in Asia and the Pacific
ODA Official development assistance
OECD Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
PES Payment for ecosystem services
PSIP Public Sector Investment Programme
REDD Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation
SWIP Sector Wide Investment Plan
TCX Currency Exchange Fund
TFCF Tropical Forest Conservation Fund
UNCDF United Nations Capital Development Fund

UNCTAD United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
UNDP United Nations Development Programme
UNEP United Nations Environment Programme

UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization



UNEP/CBD/COP/11/INF/16
Page 72

UNFPA United Nations Population Fund

UN-Habitat ~ United Nations Human Settlements Programme
UNICEF United Nations Children’s Fund

UNIDO United Nations Industrial Development Organization
UNIFEM United Nations Development Fund for Women

UNWTO World Tourism Organization

WB World Bank

WFP World Food Programme

WHO World Health Organization

WIPO World Intellectual Property Organization

WMO World Meteorological Organization



