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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Aims

At CBD COP 10, 15 new indicators were adopted for implementation of the Strategy on Resource
Mobilization. As stated in the terms of reference, this report aims to support the Executive
Secretary by providing a clear understanding of the feasibility of developing and producing the
adopted indicators. The objectives of the report are:

1. To review the data availability, reporting requirements, the capacity needed for national
reporting, and current feasibility of reporting for each of the adopted indicators

2. Toidentify key constraints, including data availability, and options for establishing
mechanisms to support Parties in reporting against the adopted indicators

3. To review experiences and lessons learnt from similar processes in regard to developing
reporting frameworks for implementation indicators

Methods
Each of the indicators was reviewed to assess:
e Policy relevance/relation to Strategy for Resource Mobilization
e Indicator Understanding (including indicator overlaps)
e Definitions and underlying concepts
e Considerations for data collection and indicator development
o Level of data collection
e Essential data fields and units
e Additional data fields for consideration
e Existing indicators
e National level data availability
e Possible data sources
e Feasibility of indicator production
The evidence base for this report is compiled principally from five sources:

1. Anonline questionnaire distributed internationally to CBD Resource Mobilization Focal
Points and CBD National Focal Points

2. The existence of related indicators in CBD 4™ National reports
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3. Areview of global and regional existing indicators and data collection mechanisms
4. National case study reviews conducted with four countries
5. Areview similar processes for reporting on implementation indicators
Results

Conceptual understanding of the adopted indicators

The adopted indicators cover all eight goals of the Strategy for resource mobilization. A number of
adopted indicators overlap, and these overlaps can be separated into two categories:

e Direct overlap: The indicators overlap entirely in their design
e Indirect overlap: Certain measures or elements of the indicators overlap

The indicators which directly overlap in their design could be evaluated to identify the justification
for their separation. If the indicators are found to overlap completely then special consideration
should be taken to develop data collection templates that do not require reporting entities to report
that same data multiple times.

Direct indicator overlaps have implications for target setting and care is needed to ensure that
overlapping indicators are not given different or incompatible targets. In the case of both direct and
indirect overlaps, specific attention needs to be paid to data collection and the development of a
system with well considered data fields that reduce data collection or reporting burdens.

Level of data collection

The level of data collection needed for the production of global indicators varies. The majority of the
indicators (9 sub indicators and 7 indicators) respond to resource mobilization activities and financial
commitments at a government level and therefore data for these indicators needs to occur at the
national level and be aggregated for the production of the indicators at global and regional levels.
Two individual indicators and two sub indicators can only be produced at the global level using
global data. Two of the indicators will rely on data collected at both the national and global scale.

Existing data sets

Many of the indicators are reliant on specific national level data and existing datasets bringing
together this information are few. A number of internationally recognised data sets are available
and could be used for the production of two sub indicators and two indicators. However, caveats do
exist with the use of these data sets and a supplementary reporting approach for these indicators
could be considered.

Reporting entities

A number of reporting entities where identified for the adopted indicators:
o Developed country parties

e Developing country parties
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e  Private Corporations

e NGOs, foundations and academia

e International Financial Institutions

e UN organizations foundations and programmes, 1GOs
e CBD Secretariat (and other MEAs)

Not all indicators are applicable to all entities and as such each entity would be required to report on
different combinations of the adopted indicators.

Data fields for indicator reporting

The core data fields were identified for each of the adopted indicators for their production at the
simplest level. There are 17 individual data fields for developed and developing country parties
respectively. Many of the data fields respond to the total financial value of total number of
initiatives/activities related to different aspects of resource mobilization. For the majority of the
adopted indicators it would be possible for data collection to occur at the initiative or activity level. A
number of advantages exist for this approach:

1. Reduces reporting burden: indicator calculation — parties provide activity/initiative level data
and there is no requirement for them to undertake calculations for data submission.

2. Reduces reporting burden: overlapping indicators — information provided at
activity/initiative level could be used for the production of overlapping indicators

3. Ensures consistency in indicator calculation — indicators could be calculated using the
underlying data from all parties and therefore reducing any discrepancy or inconsistencies in
calculation processes.

4. Enhances indicator interpretation - enables the collection of supplementary information
which can be used to enhance indicator interpretation

5. Reduces the risk of double counting — enables institution/organization responsible for
producing the indicator to separate out the specific data needed for indicator calculation
using the additional fields to identify and correct for double counting.

The use of activity level data fields could be used for all indicators however this could act to increase
reporting burden and be costly. Instead activity level reporting could be restricted to indicators that
overlap in their design, enabling reporting entities to report data variables once with these variables
being used to populate multiple indicators.

National Capacity for indicator reporting

A survey was distributed to CBD Focal points and Resource Mobilization focal points to assess
national capacity regarding reporting on the adopted indicators. The results found national level
data availability to be low for many of the adopted indicators. Over 40% of respondents answered
that no data was available for reporting against five of the indicators and three sub indicators. In
addition, for many of the indicators a large percentage of respondents did not know if data was
available. None of the respondents stated that data was available for reporting against indicator 12,
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which measures financial resources from developed to developing Parties for implementation of the
Strategic plan.

Current feasibility of the adopted indicators

In order to assess current feasibility each of the adopted indicators was assigned to one of the
following categories:

1. Ready for immediate use - Existing Data Sources can support the production of the indicator
in the first instance (the use of reporting for improved data collection should still be could
be considered in the long run)

2. Adequate reporting system needed for indicator production — Indicators which will have to
rely on reporting for data collection and over 50% of survey respondents answered that data
was currently available. Adequate guidelines, technical assistance and capacity building for
reporting will be needed.

3. Technical support and capacity building needed for the development of monitoring and
reporting systems - Indicators will rely on reporting for data collection and survey results
show that over 50% of parties answered that no data or they didn’t know what data was
currently available for indicator reporting. Substantial investment in technical support and
capacity building is needed to assist parties in developing monitoring and reporting systems
for these indicators.

4. Further development of indicator subject needed — Indicators meet the same criteria as in
category 3. However, the indicators are associated with new and emerging subjects within
the CBD. Indicator production is dependent on the further development of these areas
including the adoption of future CBD decisions.

Only four indicators and two sub indicators are ready for immediate use. Three indicators and six
sub indicators would require the establishment of an adequate reporting system, before they can be
developed. A high number of indicators, five indicators and five sub indicators would require
considerable investment in technical support and capacity building to develop the underlying
monitoring systems needed for indicator reporting. Indicator 14 which monitors the number and
financial value of new and Innovative Financial Mechanisms (IFMS) fell into category four.

Adopted indicators and the Aichi Targets

Whilst all of the adopted indicators are relevant to Target 20, a number of the indicators also overlap
with other Aichi targets. This overlap means that as well as monitoring implementation of the
Strategy on resource mobilization and target 20, the adopted indicators can be used to interpret
progress towards a number of the Aichi targets.

Experiences and lessons learnt for similar indicator processes

A review of the UNCCD reporting system for a suite of performance indicators, entitled the
Performance Review and Assessment of Implementation System (PRAIS), provided a number of
relevant experiences and lessons learnt which could be utilized by the CBD for the development of a

reporting system for the resource mobilization indicators. These included:

e The provision of separate guidelines for different reporting entities
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e The use of sophisticated indicator templates which collect both quantitative and qualitative
data

e The use of activity/project level reporting
Constraints for National Reporting
Limited technical and institutional capacity was ranked as the greatest constraint for reporting on
the adopted indicators. This constraint may be connected with the limited number of national
resource mobilization focal points which have so far been appointed. The lack of suitable data was
ranked as the second greatest constraint for indicator reporting. As shown in the review of national
capacity, data availability for the adopted indicators was extremely low; with only one indicator and
four sub indicators showing a reasonable amount of data availability.
Options to support parties
The online survey for this report found the following five options were given similar levels of
importance in response to the question, ‘In addition to increased funding, what are the most

important ways international assistance could support reporting on the adopted indicators?’:
e In-country capacity building workshops for the process of indicator reporting

e Regional capacity-building and exchange workshops
e Website/web pages with guidance, reference materials and calculation examples
e Printed guidance on developing data gathering (monitoring) and indicator reporting systems

e Printed guidance on reporting against the adopted indicators
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1. INTRODUCTION

Aims and objectives of the report

At CBD COP 10, 15 new indicators were adopted for implementation of the Strategy on Resource
Mobilization (Decision X/3). This report is a contribution to the CBD process for the development of
the adopted indicators for implementation of the Strategy on Resource Mobilization, which is being
taken forward by the Executive Secretary of the CBD. This includes the provision of methodological
guidelines to Parties during 2011 for the application of the indicators and establishment of a
baseline year. This report aims to support the Executive Secretary by providing a clear
understanding of the feasibility of resource mobilization indicators development to enable a two-
step pathway of implementation:

1. The formulation and implementation of indicator guidelines for CBD Parties to assist with
national reporting for the resource mobilization indicators

2. The development of reporting mechanism which will enable baseline data submitted by
parties to be collated for the indicators in 2011.

This report was commissioned by the Finnish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Finnish Ministry of the
Environment and the UK Department of Environmental and Rural Affairs (Defra) in support of the
CBD in its request for parties to submit responses on the adopted indicators to the Executive
Secretary, so that it can compile and present a synthesis of this information. The objectives of the
report are:

1. To review the data availability, reporting requirements, the capacity needed for national reporting,
and current feasibility of reporting for each of the adopted indicators

2. To identify key constraints, including data availability, and options for establishing mechanisms to
support Parties in reporting against the adopted indicators

3. To review experiences and lessons learnt from similar processes in regard to developing reporting
frameworks for implementation indicators.

Use and scope of the report

The report is principally designed to be submitted to the Executive Secretary in support of the
request in Decision X/3 for Parties to submit information on the adopted indicators so that synthesis
of indicator information can be compiled and presented. The report will also support and feed into
CBD consultations regarding the development of methodological guidelines for the indicators.

The scope of this report is principally a review of the data availability and national capacity for the
development of the adopted indicators. Whilst the report predominately concerns the feasibility of
the adopted indicators it also addresses the use and development of reporting processes that are
necessary for their production.
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2. POLICY BACKGROUND

CBD Strategy for Resource Mobilization

The major international policy context for this report is the Strategy for Resource Mobilization in
support of the achievement of the Convention’s three objectives (Decision X/3) which was adopted
at COP 9 in 2008 through decision IX/11. Included in the Decision was the adoption of 15 new
indicators (Appendix 1) for monitoring the implementation of the Strategy for Resource Mobilization.
The indicators were based on the strategy’s mission and eight goals.

The Decision X/3 invited Parties and other Governments to implement the adopted indicators and
associated targets following the collection of information from the Parties and advice of the
Executive Secretary to the Conference of the Parties at its eleventh meeting consistent with target
20 of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020. A process was outlined in the Decision to assist
the Executive Secretary to provide advice at COP-11 in 2012:

1. Parties, Governments, relevant international organizations and civil-society organizations
were invited to submit views and information on the adopted indicators to the Executive
Secretary, to enable the compilation and presentation of a synthesis of the information. The
agreed deadline for submission of views was the 30 June 2011; however a Notification®
submitted by the Executive Secretary extended this deadline to 31 July 2011.

2. The Executive Secretary was requested to compile information from all sources, including
but not limited to the Biodiversity Indicators Partnership, to provided methodological
guidance on the adopted indicators. This guidance should be produced in collaboration with
the Development Assistance Committee of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
development (OECD DAC) and be informed by the work of the Ad Hoc Technical Expert
Group (AHTEG) on indicators for the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020.

3. The Executive Secretary was requested to provide the methodological guidelines to Parties
during 2011 to enable implementation of the methodology and application of the indicator
to establish a baseline year.

4. Parties were further invited to use the baseline year and to apply the methodology during
2011-2012 and use the indicators to monitor progress, potentially increase, in resource
mobilization against the established baseline.

5. Parties were requested to provide the necessary information to the Secretariat in a timely
manner

6. The Executive Secretary is requested to then compile and consolidate information from all
relevant sources to determine baselines to be presented to CBD COP 11

! Notification SCBD/ITS/RS/fb/75381: Strategy for resource mobilization in support of the achievement of the
Convention’s three objectives (Decision X/3) - http://www.cbd.int/doc/notifications/2011/ntf-2011-061-sp-

en.pdf



http://www.cbd.int/doc/notifications/2011/ntf-2011-061-sp-en.pdf
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7. The baselines will be used at COP 11 to adopt targets for the adopted indicators on the
provision that robust baselines have been identified and endorsed and that an effective

reporting framework has been adopted. This will allow progress towards the targets set and
target 20 of the Strategic Plan to be assessed at CBD COP 11.
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Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 and Target 20

In Decision X/2, CBD COP 10 adopted a revised and updated Strategic Plan for Biodiversity, including
the Aichi Biodiversity Targets, for the 2011-2020 period. The new plan will be the overarching
framework on biodiversity, implemented not least through partnerships with programmes, funds
and specialized agencies of the United Nations system as well as with other conventions, agencies
and organizations.

The Aichi Targets are distributed between five Strategic Goals with Goal E focussing on the
enhancement of ‘implementation through participatory planning, knowledge management and
capacity building’. Target 20 under this goal relates to resource mobilization and makes specific
reference to the Strategy on Resource Mobilization:

‘Target 20: By 2020, at the latest, the mobilization of financial resources for effectively implementing
the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 from all sources, and in accordance with the
consolidated and agreed process in the Strategy for Resource Mobilization should increase
substantially from the current levels. This target will be subject to changes contingent to resource
needs assessments to be developed and reported by Parties’.

In Decision X/7, ‘Examination of the outcome-orientated goals and targets (and associated indicators)
and consideration of their possible adjustment for the period beyond 2010’, the Conference of the
Parties requested the Executive Secretary to convene a meeting of an Ad Hoc Technical Expert

Group (AHTEG) on indicators for the Strategic Plan 2011-2020. The terms of reference for the AHTEG
included the provision of advice on the further development of indicators. As noted above the
Decision on Resource Mobilization also requested the Executive Secretary to compile information
from all sources on the indicators, including suggestions made by the AHTEG. As such when the
AHTEG met in June 2011 in High Wycombe, UK, experts were asked to consider the adopted

resource mobilization indicators for Target 20 and the results of this discussion are presented in
Section 3.10.
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3. METHODS

Understanding the adopted indicators and identification of core data fields

In order to collate an evidence base for the report the conceptual issues and definitions associated
with each indicator were first reviewed. In reviewing the conceptual understanding of the indicators
the issues associated with indicator reporting and development were also be highlighted. The end
result of the review was the identification of data fields for each of the adopted indicators and the
level at which data for these fields can be collected (national, organization, agency, etc). These data
fields were utilized to shape collection of the evidence base and indicator analysis.

The adopted text for each indicator was reviewed in order to clarify:

e Indicator definition

e Policy relevance

e Conceptual understanding

e Underlying definitions

e [ssues associated with indicator reporting and development.
A variety of sources were utilised for the indicator review, including official CBD documents
(decisions and information documents relating to the resource mobilization strategy and adopted
indicators; full list provided in Annex 1), draft methodological guidance provided by the CBD

Secretariat for expert consultation, and the OECD glossary of statistical terms
(http://stats.oecd.org/glossary/).

The evidence base for the report was principally compiled from five sources:

1. An online questionnaire distributed to CBD Resource Mobilization Focal Points and CBD
National Focal Points

2. Areview of the existence of related indicators in CBD 4™ National reports

3. Areview of global and regional existing indicators and data collection mechanisms

4. National case study reviews conducted with four countries

5. Areview of similar processes for reporting on implementation indicators in other MEAs
Online Questionnaire
An on-line survey was undertaken to gather information from CBD National Focal Points and
Resource Mobilization Focal Points to determine whether they collect or have access to data for the

data fields associated with the adopted indicators. The survey was designed in consultation with
members of the project advisory body.
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Not all the data fields are applicable to all the focal points, for example there are fields such as those
concerning south-south cooperation which can only be reported on by developing country parties.
The survey used a logic based system to separate participants in developed and developing countries
to ensure they only answered questions containing the data fields that are applicable to them. The
distinction between developing and developed countries was made using the ‘updated list of
developed country parties and other parties that voluntarily assume the obligations of developed
country parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity’ (Decision VII1/18, Annex 2).

The survey was made available in English, French and Spanish with the assistance of the Secretariat
of the CBD, and a Notification containing an invitation to complete the survey was distributed by the
CBD Secretariat to CBD National Focal Points and Resource Mobilization Focal Points. The survey
guestions are available in Appendix 2 of this report.

Language Choice

Francais
[iF]
on

3 Espafiol
g
3

English

0] 20 40 60 80
Number of Respondants

Figure 1: Language choice of the survey respondents

A total of 76 respondents started the survey, with 60 doing so in English, 11 in Spanish and 5 in
French (Figure 1).

Respondents CBD Role

? Decision VIII/18: Guidance to the financial mechanism - http://www.cbd.int/decision/cop/?id=11032
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B CBD National Focal Point

= CBD Resource

Mobilization Focal Point

11%
® Other (please specify)

Figure 2: The CBD role(s) of the respondents (n=45)

A total of 45 respondents specified their role(s) in relation to the CBD (Figure 2). Of those who
answered the question, 68% are CBD National Focal Points, whilst 11% are Resource Mobilization
Focal Points. 22% of the respondents specified alternative roles including ‘observer’ and ‘biodiversity
coordinator for CBD National Focal Point’

CBD National Reporting

78% of the 45 survey respondents specified that they were responsible for national reporting to the
CBD (Figure 3). 13% were not responsible for reporting and 9% were unsure of their role in this
regard.

H Responsible for CBD
National Reporting

B Notresponsible for CBD
National Reporting

® Don'tKnow

Figure 3: Roles of respondents regarding reporting to the CBD (n=45)

Reporting on the adopted resource mobilization indicators




UNEP/CBD/WG-RI/4/INF/8
Page 20

® Would be responsible for
reporting on the
adopted resource
mobilization indicators

® Would not be
responsible for reporting
on the adopted resource
mobilization indicators

62% ® Don't Know

Figure 4: Envisioned roles of respondents in regards to reporting on the adopted
indicators for resource mobilization (n=45)

The respondents were asked what they thought their role would be in regard to future reporting on
the adopted indicators (Figure 4). 62% of the survey respondents thought that they would be
responsible for reporting on the adopted indicators. Seven percent thought they would not be
responsible for indicator reporting and 31% were unsure of their future roles in relation to reporting
on the adopted indicators.

Type of Institution
As expected, a significant percentage (91%) of survey respondents were representing government

institutions (Figure 5), whilst there was one respondent participating for each of the remaining
institution types, NGOs, commercial organizations, academic institutions and other.

202%2% 2%

B Government
ENGO

= Commercial
B Academic

m Other (please specify)

91%

Figure 5: Type of institution represented by respondents (n=45)

Geographic Representation
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Northern America
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Latin America

International Organisations

Europe

Asia

Country represented by survey

Africa

Figure 6: Geographical representation of survey respondents (n=43)

There was good geographic spread of the survey respondents (Figure 6). Asia and Africa both had the
greatest representation with 12 and 13 respondents taking part in the survey respectively. Eight of
the survey respondents were from Europe. There were three respondents (7%) representing
Oceania, Latin America and International Organisations.

Analysis of CBD 4" National reports

An analysis of relevant national indicators in 4™ national reports was conducted
(http://www,cbd.int/reports)/. By March 2011, reports had been submitted to the Secretariat of the
CBD by 159 (83%) of the 193 Parties. Each of the reports was reviewed to identify any indicators or
references to indicators that relate to the adopted resource mobilization indicators or associated
variables. These indicators were then assigned as far as possible to one of the indicators of the
Strategy for Resource Mobilization. Reports in French, Spanish and Arabic were reviewed by
speakers of these languages. Four reports in Russian and one in Thai were not able to be reviewed.

Review of existing global and regional indicators and monitoring and
reporting systems

Global and regional indicators

Using the identified data fields a review was conducted to identify relevant indicators utilized at
regional and global levels. Global indicators for the previous Strategic Plan were investigated to see
if any are applicable to the adopted indicators or include underlying data that may be relevant. The
same exercise was conducted for regional biodiversity indicators established under regional
initiatives including the Streamlining European 2010 Biodiversity Indicators (SEBI2010) and NordBio
for Nordic countries.

Monitoring and reporting systems

A review of existing resource mobilization monitoring and reporting systems was also undertaken to
establish whether there are any existing processes which could provide data for reporting on the
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indicators. A desk study was completed to identify if such systems exist and those identified were
followed up on through independent consultations with organization/agency focal points.

National case study reviews

National case studies were assembled for the UK, Brazil, Croatia and Tanzania. The countries were
chosen to represent different regions and economy types. Consultations with national focal points
were conducted remotely firstly through the use of a questionnaire, followed by a telephone
interview. Questions centred on national data and monitoring systems which may provide data for
the associated data fields, gaps in national data available and national capacities for reporting.

Review of similar processes for implementation indicator reporting

UNEP-WCMC is the executing agency for a Global Environmental facility (GEF) project entitled the
Performance Review and Assessment of the Implementation System (PRAIS). The PRAIS project
supports the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD) and its Parties in
collecting and collating national, sub-regional and regional data for the production of objective,
guantifiable and comparable Performance Indicators, tracking and analysis of Financial Flows and
dissemination of Best Practices on Sustainable Land Management. The experience and lessons learnt
from the project in regard to developing resource mobilization indicators at global, regional and
national levels were reviewed in order to assist with the identification of existing/parallel data sets
and the process involved in reporting on the indicators.
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3. RESULTS

A review of each of the adopted indicators was conducted and resulting indicator factsheets can be
found in Appendix 3 of this report. Each indicator factsheet contains the following sections:

e Policy relevance/relation to the Strategy for Resource Mobilization
e Indicator Understanding (including indicator overlaps)

e Definitions and underlying concepts

e Considerations for data collection and indicator development
e Level of data collection

e Essential data fields and units

e Additional data fields for consideration

e Existing indicators

e National level data availability

e Possible data sources

e Feasibility of indicator production

This section provides an overview of the indicator review encompassed in the factsheets.

3.1 Linkages between the Indicators and the Strategy for Resource
Mobilization

The resource mobilization indicators were adopted for monitoring the implementation of the
Strategy for Resource Mobilization based on its mission and eight goals. Each of the adopted
indicators has been reviewed to assess their relevance to the Strategy and specifically their relation
to the eight goals (Table 1).

All eight goals of the strategy are covered by at least one of the adopted indicators. Goals 2,
‘Strengthen national capacity for resource utilization and mobilize domestic financial resources for
the Convention’s three objectives’, and 3, ‘Strengthen existing financial institutions and, promote
replication and scaling-up of successful financial mechanisms and instruments’ are both covered by
three adopted indicators. Three of the adopted indicators (2, 4 and 5) relate to two strategy goals. It
can be argued that all indicators which relate to specific goals relate to the mission of the strategy by
default. However ,there were two indicators, 11 and 12, which did not directly relate to any of the
goals of the resource mobilization strategy and instead linked more generally with the mission of the
strategy to ‘substantially enhance international financial flows and domestic funding for biological
diversity’'.
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Table 1: Relationship between the adopted indicators and the mission and goals of the Strategy for Resource

Mobilization
ADOPTED INDICATORS
Aggregated financial flows | 1 v
Country implementation | 2 v | v
Domestic Financial Support | 3 v
GEF funding | 4 v
CDB support to financial institutions | 5 v | v
International financial institutions | 6 v
Integration in development Plans, etc | 7 v
South-South cooperation initiatives | 8 v
Technical cooperation & capacity building | 9 v
Awareness raising for resource mobilization | 10 v
Financial resources for the CBD objectives | 11 | v/
Financial resources for the StrategicPlan | 12 | v/
Removal of harmful incentives | 13
Innovative Financial Mechanisms | 14 v
Access & benefit sharing initiatives | 15
1 2 3 4 5 6 8 RM GOAL
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3.2 Indicator Overlap

A number of the adopted indicators have been found to overlap (

Table 2). These overlaps can be separated into two categories:
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e Direct overlap: The indicators overlap entirely in their design
e Indirect overlap: Certain measures or elements of the indicators overlap

The indicators which directly overlap in their design could be evaluated to identify the justification
for their separation. If the indicators are found to overlap completely then special consideration
should be taken to develop data collection templates that do not require reporting entities to report
that same data multiple times. Careful consideration should also be taken when assigning targets to
ensure that targets for overlapping indicators are compatible. In the case of indirect overlap, specific
attention needs to be paid to data collection and the development of a system with closely
considered data fields that reduce data collection or reporting burdens.

Table 2: Matrix of direct and indirect overlaps between the indicators adopted for implementation of the
Strategy for Resource Mobilization. Note, the indicators 1 and 2 comprise sub-indicators and any overlap
does not necessary correspond to all sub indicators

Aggregated financial flows

Country implementation Direct Overlap

Domestic Financial Support

Indirect Overlap

GEF funding

CDB support to financial institutions

International financial institutions

Integration in development Plans, etc

South-South cooperation initiatives
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Awareness raising for resource mobilization
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Financial resources for the CBD objectives

Financial resources for the Strategic Plan | 12
Removal of harmful incentives | 13
Innovative Financial Mechanisms | 14
Access & benefit sharing initiatives | 15
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Indicators 1b and 3

Indicator 1(b): The amount and where relevant percentage, of biodiversity related funding, per
annum, for achieving the Convention’s three objectives for the category: Domestic budgets at all
levels

Indicator 3: Amount of domestic financial support, per annum, in respect of those domestic
activities which are intended to achieve the objectives of this Convention

Although the wording of these indicators slightly differs, there are no clear differences between the
two. Both are concerned with the biodiversity related funding in domestic budgets for achievement
of the objectives of the Convention. The text for both indicators also stipulates the same time scale,
with data for the indicator being provided on a per annum basis. It is recommended that these
indicators are reviewed to see if it is necessary to include both or if there are possible differences
between the two that these are made clear for the purpose of data collation.

Indicators 1(a, g, h, i) and 11

Indicator 1(a): The amount and where relevant percentage, of biodiversity related funding, per
annum, for achieving the Convention’s three objectives for the category: Official development
Assistance (ODA)

Indicator 1(g): The amount and where relevant percentage, of biodiversity related funding, per
annum, for achieving the Convention’s three objectives for the category: Non-ODA public funding

Indicator 1(h): The amount and where relevant percentage, of biodiversity related funding, per
annum, for achieving the Convention’s three objectives for the category: South-South
cooperation initiatives

Indicator 1(i): The amount and where relevant percentage, of biodiversity related funding, per
annum, for achieving the Convention’s three objectives for the category: Technical cooperation

Indicator 11: Amount of financial support from all sources from developed countries to
developing countries to contribute to achieving the Convention’s objectives

Indicator 11 is a measure of the total amount of financial support from all sources from developed
countries to developing countries to contribute to achieving the Convention’s objectives. Indicator 1
through aggregation of its components/sub indicators is a measure of the total financial flows for
achieving the Convention’s three objectives. It is therefore difficult to clarify the difference between
the aggregation of indicator 1’s components/sub indicators (a, g, h, i) relating to the transfer of
financial support from developing to developed countries and indicator 11.

The CBD may wish to review these indicators and see if there is a need for indicator 11, or whether
the aggregation of sub indicators 1(a), 1(g), 1(h) and 1(i) serves the same function. One possible
reason for existence (separation) of indicator 11 may be the importance of being able to monitor
the total funding from developed to developing countries, a perspective which may be lost from the
interpretation of indicator 1 with its many sub indicators.

Indicators 11 and 12

Indicator 11: Amount of financial resources from all sources from developed countries to
developing countries to contribute to achieving the Convention’s objectives

Indicator 12: Amount of financial resources from all sources from developed countries to
developing countries towards implementation of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020
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The distinction between indicators 11 and 12 is not entirely transparent. The Strategic Plan for
Biodiversity 2011-2020is considered as the overarching framework for the CBD and therefore any
funding towards the implementation of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity can automatically be
argued to contribute to the achievement of the Convention’s objectives. A possible distinction
between the two indicators may lie in the fact that the new Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020
is to be considered as a framework on biodiversity, implemented not least through partnerships with
programmes, funds and specialized agencies of the United Nations system as well as with other
conventions, agencies and organizations. The justification for the separation of these indicators may
therefore be that indicator 12 will incorporate financial resources for activities undertaken by other
UN agencies, MEAs and relevant organizations that respond to one or more of the Aichi targets. If
this is the reason for differentiation between the indicators, then there may be considerable
implications for data reporting/collection for indicator 12. If country party level reporting is used for
this indicator then it is likely that this reporting will fall to national CBD focal points or resource
mobilization focal points. These focal points may not have involvement with other MEAs, agencies or
organizations and as such reporting on activities towards implementation of the Strategic Plan for
Biodiversity under other MEAs may result in technical and capacity challenges

It is recommended that these indicators are reviewed to ascertain the reason for their separation. If
this separation is due to the broadening of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 to outside
of the Convention, then the associated reporting and data collection issues need to be considered.
As mentioned above there is also overlap between the aggregation of sub indicators 1(a), 1(g) and
1(i) and indicator 11. If it was found that there is no need for indicator 11, then this may have further
implications regarding indicator 12 and whether it will also need to be removed from the indicator
list. However, if the justification for indicator 12 is that it incorporates funding towards the Strategic
Plan from organisations, etc outside the CBD then indicator 12 could be kept separate aggregating
the data from indicators 1(a), 1(g) and 1(i) and combining this with addition data collected for
activities undertaken by other UN agencies, MEAs and relevant organizations.

Indirect Overlaps

Indicators 1(h), 1(i), 8 and 9

Indicator 1(h): The amount and where relevant percentage, of biodiversity related funding, per
annum, for achieving the Convention’s three objectives for the category: South-south
cooperation initiatives

Indicator 1(i): The amount and where relevant percentage, of biodiversity related funding, per
annum, for achieving the Convention’s three objectives for the category: Technical cooperation

Indicator 8: 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 9: Amount and number of South-South and North-South technical cooperation and
capacity buildina initiatives.
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There are indirect overlaps between indicators 1(h) and 8. Indicator 1(h) deals with the financial
investment in South-South cooperation initiatives whilst indicator 8 is concerned purely with the
number of South-South cooperation initiatives. There are also indirect overlaps with indicator 1(i)
which deals with the financial investment in technological cooperation and indicator 9 which looks at
the number of technical cooperation activities.

There are indirect overlaps between indicators 8 and 9. Indicator 9 is a combined count of the
number of South-South and North-South technical cooperation and capacity-building initiatives
whilst indicator 8 is a count of the number of South-South cooperation initiatives.

It is likely that all four indicators will collect data through national reporting. Through the use of well
structured reporting it may be possible to use one set of data fields for country Parties to populate
all four indicators. In order to do so reporting would need to be undertaken at the initiative level
(benefits of this approach have also been discussed in Section 3.7. For example the following fields
could be used:

Fields for reporting at the initiative level

South-South & North-South Cooperation Initiatives

a) Name of initiative:

b) Date Established:

c) Country providing resources:

d) Country receiving resources:

e) Financial value of investment in cooperation initiative (monetary value):

f) Type of exchange: resources/technology/knowledge/financial

g) Description of initiative: technical cooperation/capacity building/other (please specify)

The sum of all the financial values (field e) for all South —South reported initiatives could be used to
populate indicator 1(h). The number of all South-South initiatives reported could be used for
indicator 8. The use of field g would enable all technical cooperation and capacity building initiatives
to be separated out and counted for the production of indicator 9. Field g would also enable just
technical cooperation activities to be separated out and their financial values (field e) to be summed
for indicator 1(i).

A number of additional fields have also been included in the suggested example above, which are
not specifically necessary for the indicator production. As discussed further in Section 3.7, the
collection of supplementary information can greatly enhance indicator interpretation. For example
field’s c and d enable the flow of resources to be monitored, whilst field b could possibly enable the
first round of reporting to produce a temporal baseline.

3.3 Level of data collection for global indicator production

It is clear from the review of the indicators that the level of data collection needed for the
production of the global indicators varies (Table 3). The majority of indicators relate to resource
mobilization activities and financial commitments at a government level and therefore data
collection for these indicators needs to occur at the national level and be aggregated for the
production of the indicators at global (and regional) levels. Existing global data sets can be used for
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these indicators providing the underlying data has been collected at the national level. The
indicators which rely on national data are scalable and can be aggregated not only to produce the
global indicator but to produce regional disaggregations.

Four individual indicators and two of the sub indicators within indicator 1 can only be produced at
the global level using global data. There are two reasons for this:

1. The resources which this indicator monitors are provided by
organizations/institutions/foundations/private sector/etc and therefore cannot be
accredited to a specific country (Indicators 1(c), 1(d), 1(e), 1(f) and 4)

2. The resource mobilization activity with which the indicator is concerned can only occur at
the global level (Indicators 5, 6, 7). For example indicator 5 could be measured as the

National Data forms Indicator will Global Indicator
ADOPTED INDICATORS global indicator combine both Only

number of intergovernmental decisions which support financial institutions and this action
can therefore only occur at the global level.
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national and global
data for global
indicator
Aggregated financial flows | 1 _

Official Development Assistance | (a) v
Domestic Budgets | (b) v

Private Sector | (c) v v

NGOs, foundations and academia | (d) v v

International Financial Institutions | (e) v

United Nations Organizations, funds, etc | (f) v
Non-ODA public funding | (g) v
South-South cooperation initiatives | (h) v
Technical cooperation | (i) v

Country implementation | 2

Assessed values of biodiversity | (a) v
Identified funding needs, gaps, etc | (b) v
National financial plans | (c) v
Level of funding and capacity building | (d) v

GEF funding

CBD support to financial institutions

International financial institutions

Integration in development Plans, etc

South-South cooperation initiatives

Domestic Financial Support _
4
5
6
7
8
9

Technical cooperation & capacity building

Awareness raising for resource mobilization | 10
Financial resources for the CBD objectives | 11
Financial resources for the Strategic Plan | 12

Removal of harmful incentives

Innovative Financial Mechanisms

Access & benefit sharing initiatives

Two of the indicators (14 and 15) and two sub indicators (1(c) and 1(d)) will rely on data collected at
both the national and global scale. This is because a range of entities from national governments to
international organizations can invest in the activities which these indicators monitor. Indicator 1 is
unique in that it will aggregate sub indicators which vary in the level of data they require for
individual production.

Table 3: The level of data needed for production of the global indicators
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3.4 Existing data sets

A brief review of existing global and regional data sets was conducted for each of the indicators (see
indicator factsheets, Appendix 3). A summary of the available data sets is provided in Table 4.

Many of the adopted indicators are reliant on specific national level data (Table 4) and therefore
regional and global data sets do not exist. Where relevant global data sets do exist there are often
limitations or caveats associated with them. However, there are a number of internationally
recognised data sets which could be used for the production of the following indicators:

e 1(a) Aggregated financial flows: Official Development Assistance (OECD ODA Database)

o 1(b) Aggregated financial flows: Domestic budgets at all levels (IMF Government Statistics)
e 3 Domestic Budgets (IMF Government Statistics)

e 4 GEF Funding (GEF Reports to COP)

Although the identified data sources for these indicators are internationally recognised there are still
limitations with their use. For example, the OECD ODA database only contains data on biodiversity
related funding for its members (23 donor governments and the European Commission) and this
may be considered insufficient for the production of indicator 1(a). As discussed in Section 5.1, the
UNCCD collects ODA data for all national Parties through the use of an indicator reporting system.
The AidData repository, a partnership between Brigham Yound University, the College of William
and Mary and Development Gateway, may also be used for the production of Indicator 1(a),
however this database would require further investigation and has not previously been used in CBD
reports.

Even though a number of existing datasets may not be sufficient for indicator production and a
regular reporting approach is likely to be favoured, reporting entities should be made aware of these
data sources in the event that they can provide data and help reduce reporting burden.
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Table 4: Summary of existing data sets for the adopted indicators

No

Name

Global

Regional

1(a)

Aggregated
financial flows:
Official
Development
Assistance

OECD ODA Database

The OECD DAC has collected biodiversity related ODA data (via its
Creditor Reporting System) from 1998 using the ‘Rio marker’ for
biodiversity. Data is collected from member countries. When
assigning the ‘Rio marker’ donors use the scoring system: 0 = Not
targeted, 1=Significant objective, 2 = Principal objective. Donors
are also required to report qualitative information such as the
sector the activity is targeting and this can be used to further
analyse the financial flows.

Limitations: Data is only collected for the DAC’s 24 members: 23
donor governments and the European Commission. Activities can
target the objectives of the three Rio Conventions at the same
time and difficulties exist in trying to accurately extract the
proportion/ true financial values spent on biodiversity related
activities.

AidData

A repository of development finance activities, including data
from OECD’s Creditor Reporting System and other sources
including annual reports and project documents and online
databases.

Limitations: Data may not be available for all CBD parties or
entities providing ODA.

EU Monterrey Survey

An annual questionnaire on Financing for Development which
covers all EU commitments related to the international financing
for development agenda, and contains some questions on
biodiversity financing. It provided the basis for the annual EU
accountability reports on Financing for Development.
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No Name Global Regional
1(b) | Aggregated IMF Government Statistics (GFS) EU Environmental Protection Expenditure, Eurostat

financial flows:
Domestic budgets
at all levels

International Financial Statistics (IFS) is the International
Monetary Fund’s principal statistical publication and is the
standard source for all aspects of international and domestic
finance. Time series data are reported for most countries.
Limitations: Not all countries are incorporated

Eurostat collects environmental statistics for all economic sectors
within the EU. Data on environmental expenditure are collected
through a joint OECD/Eurostat questionnaire on environmental
protection expenditure and revenues (EPER). Data are collected
for four economic sectors namely the public sector, industry,
private and public specialised producers and households. The
data can be disaggregated between nine domains according to
the classification of environmental protection activities (CEPA
2000). One domain, the protection of biodiversity and landscape,
specifically relates to activities to conserve biodiversity.

EU Life Project
One of its three strands, LIFE-Nature, is designed to contribute to

the implementation of community nature protection legislation.
Limitations: LIFE-nature project does not target biodiversity
conservation directly, but many projects have benefits for
biodiversity

1(c)

Aggregated
financial flows:
Private sector

AidData

Aims in the future to cover private flows such as those originating
from private foundations

Limitations: data not yet available

EU Environmental Protection Expenditure, Eurostat

Eurostat collects environmental statistics for all economic sectors
within the EU. Data on environmental expenditure are collected
through a joint OECD/Eurostat questionnaire on environmental
protection expenditure and revenues (EPER). Data are collected
for four economic sectors namely the public sector, industry,
private and public specialised producers and households. The
data can be disaggregated between nine domains according to
the classification of environmental protection activities (CEPA
2000). One domain, the protection of biodiversity and landscape,
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No Name Global Regional
specifically relates to activities to conserve biodiversity.
1(d) | Aggregated AidData
financial flows: Aims in the future to cover private flows such as those originating
Non-governmental | from NGOs
organizations, Limitations: Data not yet available
foundations and
1(e) | Aggregated OECD ODA Database
Financial Flows: The OECD DAC has collected biodiversity related ODA data (via its
International Creditor Reporting System) from 1998 using the ‘Rio marker’ for
Financial biodiversity. As well as being collected from member countries
Institutions biodiversity related ODA is also collected from multilateral
agencies such as the World Bank, regional banks and UN agencies
Limitations: IFI’s are just starting to use the markers and at
present we are unsure of how many IFls report on the Rio
markers.
1(f) | Aggregated OECD ODA Database
financial flows: UN | The OECD DAC has collected biodiversity related ODA data (via its
organizations, Creditor Reporting System) from 1998 using the ‘Rio marker’ for
funds, etc biodiversity. As well as being collected from member countries
biodiversity related ODA is also collected from multilateral
agencies such as the World Bank, regional banks and UN agencies
Limitations: UN organizations, agencies, etc are just starting to
use the markers and at present we are unsure of how many
report on the Rio markers.
1(i) | Aggregated EULife Project
financial flows: One of its three strands, LIFE-Third Countries, is designed to
Technical contribute the establishment of capacities and administrative

cooperation

structures needed in the environment sectors and in the
development of environment policy and action programmes, this
includes technical assistance projects. to the implementation of
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No Name Global Regional
community nature protection legislation.
Limitations: LIFE-nature project does not target biodiversity
conservation directly, but many projects have benefits for
biodiversity
3 Domestic budgets | IMF Government Statistics (GFS) EU Environmental Protection Expenditure, Eurostat

International Financial Statistics (IFS) is the International
Monetary Fund’s principal statistical publication and is the
standard source for all aspects of international and domestic
finance. Time series data are reported for most countries.
Limitations: Not all countries are incorporated

Eurostat collects environmental statistics for all economic sectors
within the EU. Data on environmental expenditure are collected
through a joint OECD/Eurostat questionnaire on environmental
protection expenditure and revenues (EPER). Data are collected
for four economic sectors namely the public sector, industry,
private and public specialised producers and households. The
data can be disaggregated between nine domains according to
the classification of environmental protection activities (CEPA
2000). One domain, the protection of biodiversity and landscape,
specifically relates to activities to conserve biodiversity.

EU Life Project

One of its three strands, LIFE-Nature, is designed to contribute to
the implementation of community nature protection legislation.
Limitations: LIFE-nature project does not target biodiversity
conservation directly, but many projects have benefits for
biodiversity

4 GEF Funding GEF
The GEF provides a report on its activities related to biological
diversity at every meeting of the Conference to the Parties.
6 International OECD ODA Database
financial The ODA database could be utilized to extract the number of
institutions institutions, organizations, funds, programmes and development
agencies that report on biodiversity related aid.
13 Removal of A range of global and regional data bases exist for different subsidy sectors. However, there are a range of limitations in the use of
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Indicator Existing data sets that may be used for indicator production
No Name Global Regional
harmful incentives | these databases for this indicator (see factsheet for this indicator)
14 Innovative financial | OECD DAC Database

Mechanism

ODA flows which relate to both Biodiversity and Climate change
objectives could be used for this indicator for the IFM,
Biodiversity in Climate change finance.

Limitations: There are many caveats surrounding how the
proportion relating to both biodiversity financing within climate
change projects will be defined.

Six IFMS categories have been adopted by the CBD, this data set
could be used for only one category.
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3.5 Existing Indicators

A review of existing resource mobilization indicators at the global, regional and national level was
undertaken to establish if any relate to the adopted indicators.

Global

Official Development Assistance in support of the CBD

At its meeting in 2004, CBD COP 7 adopted a framework which recommended the use of a range of
biodiversity indicators (Decision VII/30). The Biodiversity Indicator Partnership was later established
(Decision VIII/15) to develop and promote the indicator framework. The framework of indicators
included the headline indicator ‘Official Development Assistance provided in support of the
Convention on Biological Diversity’. This was the sole indicator under the Focal Area ‘Status of
resource transfers’.

The indicator measures aid contributions via the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of OECD.
The DAC is an international forum of 24 members: 23 donor governments and the European
Commission (OECD 2010). The DAC collects aid data from its members, and also from other donors
(non-DAC countries and multilateral agencies such as the World Bank, regional development banks,
UN agencies). Annual aid reporting takes place using the Creditor Reporting System (CRS), and
donors are requested to indicate for each activity whether or not it targets one or more of the three
Rio Conventions. This indicator is only concerned with data collected under the ‘Rio marker’ for
biodiversity. For an activity to be labelled with this ‘Rio marker’ it must promote one of the three
objectives of the CBD: the conservation of biodiversity, sustainable use of its components, or fair and
equitable sharing of the benefits of the utilisation of genetic resources. When assigning the ‘Rio
markers’ donors use the scoring system: 0 = Not targeted, 1 = Significant objective, 2 = Principal
objective. Donors are also asked to report on the sectoral breakdown of activities.

The DAC has collected ‘Rio marker’ data from 1998 onwards: data for years 1998-2006 were
obtained on a trial basis, and reporting became mandatory starting with 2007 flows. The data
included some gaps, inconsistencies and partial reporting, but the coverage improved regularly. For
2008 data, only Luxembourg, Norway and the United States did not report on the biodiversity
marker.

This global indicator specifically relates to adopted indicator 1(a), which in turn indirectly overlaps
with indicators 11 and 12.

Further information regarding this indicator can be found on the Biodiversity Indicator Partnership
Website: www.bipindicators.net/oda

Regional

The Streamlining European 2010 Biodiversity Indicators (SEBI2010) initiative includes an indicator
entitled ‘Financing biodiversity management’. This indicator, developed to answer the policy
qguestion ‘How much public funds are being committed to conservation of biodiversity?’, contains
information for EU funding of projects using the LIFE financial instrument for the environment (EEA
2009a; 2009b). This indicator deals with the EU contribution (from the LIFE Programme) to the
projects, not the total cost of the projects. LIFE tends to cover 50—75% of total costs, depending on


http://www.bipindicators.net/oda

UNEP/CBD/WG-RI/4/INF/8
Page 39

the target species and/or habitats. Private or national government spending is not covered by this
indicator. This indicator is specifically related to adopted indicators 1(b) and 3.

National

A review of resource mobilization indicators listed in forth national reports to the CBD was
conducted to establish if any existing national indicators relate to the adopted indicators. The results
of this analysis are presented in Figure 7. The resource mobilization indicators reported by CBD
Parties only related to indicators 1(a), 1(b), 3 and 15.

Sixteen CBD Parties reported the use of national Official Development Assistance indicators, which
may be related to adopted indicator 1(a) in their 4™ national reports to the CBD. Six countries,
Australia, Ecuador, Germany, Guatemala, Russian Federation and Samoa, reported ODA related
indicators with evidence of their use through the presentation of indicator results. It is important to
note that these indicators are not all a measure of ODA provided and in the case of Ecuador and
Guatemala these indicators are a measure of the ODA received.

Nine countries reported the use of national biodiversity indicators related to domestic biodiversity
and environment allocation in their 4™ national reports. These indicators may possibly relate to
adopted indicators 1(b) and 3 with monitor domestic budgets at all levels. Five of these countries
provided evidence of the indicators use.

Four countries reported the use of evidenced indicators (indicators reported with figures or results)
relating to the fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising out of the use of genetic resources in
their 4™ national reports. These indicators may relate to adopted indicator 15, however it is
important to note that indicator 15 monitors the number of access and benefit sharing initiatives
whilst a few of the reported indicators deal with implementation issues such as the number of
patents granted.

Indicator 1(a): Official Development
Assistance

Indicators 1(b) & 3: Domestic .
. . . M Evidenced
biodiversity allocation

indicators

W Non-evidenced

Indicator 15: Access and henefit sharing - indicators
0]

5 10 15 20
No. of CBD Parties

Figure 7: Number of CBD Parties reporting indicators in 4" national reports which relate to the adopted
resource mobilization indicators

3.6 Reporting entities
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The use of a reporting system may be considered for the collection of data for the adopted
indicators. As discussed in Section 3.3, the majority of the indicators focus on government level
financial commitments and activities and data therefore needs to be collected at the national level.



ADOPTED INDICATORS
Aggregated financial flows

Official Development Assistance

Domestic Budgets

Private Sector

NGOs, foundations and academia
International Financial Institutions

United Nations Organizations, funds, etc
Non-ODA public funding

South-South cooperation initiatives
Technical cooperation

Country implementation

Assessed values of biodiversity

Identified funding needs, gaps, etc
National financial plans

Level of funding and capacity building
Domestic Financial Support

GEF funding

CDB support to financial institutions
International financial institutions
Integration in development Plans, etc
South-South cooperation initiatives
Technical cooperation & capacity building
Awareness raising for resource mobilization
Financial resources for the CBD objectives
Financial resources for the Strategic Plan
Removal of harmful incentives

Innovative Financial Mechanisms

Access & benefit sharing initiatives
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CBD National Parties Other Reporting Entities
Developed' Developing' Privatfe founl\:i:fi,;;s 2 In::?;g:t(:io;l‘al U:‘\Ioz:lgdaarlliza:;ogs, CBD Secretariat
Country Parties Country Parties Corporations academia Institut