
Latest National Reports of Asia and the Pacific
	Country
	National report
	Date of submission 
	Note

	Afghanistan 
	3rd
	March 2009
	

	Bahrain 
	5th in arabia
	2015
	

	Bangladesh 
	4th (Biodiversity National Assessment and

Programme of Action 2020)
	January 2010
	

	Bhutan 
	4th
	
	

	Cambodia 
	5th
	2014
	

	China 
	5th
	March 2014
	

	Cook Islands
	4th
	2011
	

	DPR Korea 
	4th
	December 2011
	

	Fiji 
	5th
	2014
	

	India 
	5th
	2014
	

	Indonesia 
	5th
	February 2015
	

	Iran 
	5th
	April 2015
	

	Iraq 
	5th
	March 2014
	

	Jordan 
	5th
	September 2014
	

	Kazakhstan 
	5th
	April 2014
	

	Kiribati 
	5th
	2014
	

	Kyrgyzstan 
	4th
	2008
	

	Lao People's Republic 
	4th
	September 2010
	

	Lebanon 
	5th
	August 2015
	

	Malaysia 
	5th
	2014
	

	Maldives 
	5th
	2015
	

	Marshall Islands 
	2nd
	May 2001
	

	Micronesia 
	5th
	2014
	

	Mongolia 
	5th
	2014
	

	Myanmar 
	5th
	March 2014
	

	Nauru 
	5th
	March 2014
	

	Nepal 
	5th
	March 2014
	

	Niue
	5th
	March 2014
	

	Oman 
	5th
	2014
	

	Pakistan 
	5th
	March 2014
	

	Palau 
	5th
	March 2014
	

	Papua New Guinea 
	4th
	June 2010
	

	Philippines 
	5th
	2014
	

	Qatar 
	5th (in arabic)
	2014
	

	Samoa 
	5th
	2014
	

	Solomon Islands 
	5th
	March 2014
	

	Sri Lanka 
	5th
	2014
	

	Syrian Arab Republic 
	4th
	May 2009
	

	Tajikistan 
	5th
	2014
	

	Thailand 
	5th
	
	

	Timor-Leste
	4th
	October 2011
	

	Tonga 
	5th
	2014
	

	Turkey 
	5th
	August 2014
	

	Turkmenistan 
	5th in Russian 
	2015
	

	Tuvalu 
	4th
	November 2009
	

	Uzbekistan 
	5th
	2015
	

	Vanuatu 
	5th
	
	

	Vietnam 
	5th
	2014
	

	Yemen
	5th
	
	


Afghanistan 

4.1.11.1. Target 11.1. New and additional financial resources are transferred to developing country Parties, to allow for the effective implementation of their commitments under the Convention, in accordance with Article 20.

Funding provided to Afghanistan explicitly in support of the CBD implementation include:

• GEF funding for NCSA and NAPA (Section 2.1.2.) (2005 – 2006; $400 000)

• GEF/UNEP funding for development of the Third National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity (2006; $20 000)

• GEF/UNDP funding for development of the Fourth National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity (2008 – 2009; $20 000)

• SCAPoWPA funding to WCS and NEPA (Section 2.3.2.) (2008 – 2010; $250 000)

• GEF/UNEP funding in support of development of the NBSAP (Section 2.1.1.) (applied for; $400 000)

• GEF/UNEP funding for climate change enabling activity funding - Initial National Communication (2008; $480 000)

Funding from national and international donors provided to third parties more generally in support of biodiversity in Afghanistan include:

• UNEP Phase 1 Post-conflict assessment report (Section 2.2.1.1.) (2002- 2003; $1 000 000)

• UNEP Phase 2 Capacity Building and Institutional Development Programme for Environmental Management in Afghanistan (Section 2.2.1.1.)(2003 – 2007; $6 000 000)

• UNEP Phase 3 Capacity Building and Institutional Development Programme for Environmental Management in Afghanistan (Section 2.2.1.1.) (2008 – 2010 $9 000 000)

• UNEP Improved water management and use efficiency (Section 2.2.1.2.) (applied for; $6 775 000)

• UNOPS Afghan Conservation Corps (Section 2.2.1.3) (2003 – 2010; 10 000 000)

• FAO Biodiversity Project (Section 2.2.1.4.)(2007 – 2010; $1 700 000)

• FAO SALEH Project (Section 2.2.1.5.) (2003 – 2008; $6 000 000)

• UNDP/FAO/UNEP Strengthened Approach to the Integration of Sustainable environmental Management in Afghanistan (MDG-F) (Section 2.2.1.6.) (applied for; $5 000 000)

• Green Afghanistan Initiative (GAIN (Section 2.2.1.7.) (since 2005; $5 466 000)

• ADB funding to the Natural Resources Management and Poverty Reduction Programme (Section 2.2.2.) (2005 – 2007; $1,785 000)

• WCS Afghanistan Biodiversity Conservation Programme (Section 2.2.3.) (2006 – 2010; $10 900 000) • ECODIT Biodiversity Support Programme (Section 2.2.4.) (2007 - 2010; $6 400 000)

• ICIMOD Afghanistan Biodiversity and Community Forestry Programme (Section 2.2.5.) (2007-2009; $1 500 000)

• University of California- Davis PEACE Project (Section 2.2.6.) (2006 – 2010; $4 400 000)

• Catholic Relief Services (Section 2.2.7.) (2006 – 2011; $6 000 000)
Bahrain 

Bangladesh 

Biodiversity Programme of Action 2020 (BPA 2020)
	
	# of projects
	Indicative Resource Requirement in million BDT*

	FocalArea 1: Coastal and Marine Ecosystems Conservation
	13
	15,130

	FocalArea 2: Wetlands including Riverine Ecosystems and Fisheries Biodiversity Conservation
	7
	1,650

	FocalArea 3: Agro-ecosystem andAgricultural Biodiversity Conservation
	17
	3,615

	FocalArea 4: Hilly Ecosystems and Landscapes Conservation
	9
	2,200

	FocalArea 5: Forest Biodiversity and Conservation of Wildlife
	11
	1,025

	FocalArea 6: Biodiversity Conservation in the face of Climate Change
	6
	745

	FocalArea 7: Poverty Reduction through Fair and Equitable Sharing of Benefits
	2
	110

	FocalArea 8: ImpactAssessment, Management and Monitoring
	3
	360

	FocalArea 9: Knowledge Management, Communication, Education and PublicAwareness
	7
	380

	Total Resource Requirement for Implementation of BPA 2020 as estimated
	
	25235.00


Bhutan 

[image: image1.png]14 ANINDICATION OF DOMESTIC AND/OR INTERNATIONAL FUNDING
DEDICATED TO PRIORITY ACTIVITIES

ARTICLE 20-FINANCIAL RESOURCES

The government provides continuous support for implementation of conservation programs
through the payment of the salaries of the employees involved in different projects. building of
infrastructure such as research centers. purchasing of equipment. payment of Travel allowance
for visit to field sites etc. The domestic revenue is able to meet the current expenditures and
most of the capital expenditure are provided by various donors.

The Bhutan Trust Fund for Environmental Conservation provides funding to various
conservation programs in areas of research, establishment of new protected areas, capacity
building etc. The Sustainable Development Secretariat (SDS) through south South Cooperation
also provide funding for conservation program.The important international partners involved in
the conservation program are: WWF Bhutan Program and CERF. Government of Netherland.
UNDP/GEF. DANIDA. Mac Arthur Foundation, SNV, Helvetas, Austrain Government, EU,
IFAD, FAO, ICIMOD, Birdlife International. GTZ. The Global Fund. JICA/JOCV. World
Bank and Asian Development Bank.




33.. RREESSOOUURRCCEE AALLLLOOCCAATTIIOONN FFRRAAMMEEWWOORRKK 
The resource allocation mechanism often demonstrates the commitment for mainstreaming environmental and biodiversity considerations and hence it is essential to assess the mechanism for resource allocation at the national level. 

The tenth fiver-year planning framework maintains that the allocation of resources for development programs shall be based on the projected resource availability and the need to enhance local budgets. The Dzongkhags and Geogs (sub-district level) will receive annual grants directly from the Government which will be determined based on a formula that takes into consideration factors such as Geographic area, food security as proxy for poverty incidence, population and forest cover as proxy for environmental conservation. 

Therefore, the intention of mainstreaming biodiversity consideration is reflected in two  criterion of resource allocation, namely, Geographic area (geographic coverage of a Geog) and forest cover. 

Cambodia 

	Target 2 (Aichi Target 20): By 2020, a financial mechanism modality (for both national and international funds) has been established and implemented at national level. 
	• Mechanism ensuring the sustainable management of natural resources has been established. 

• National budget allocation for biodiversity conservation has been increased. 

• Sources of funds budgeted (government, development partners or donors, and private sectors) for managing biodiversity sustainably. 

• Biodiversity Trust Fund has been established. 

• Financial mechanism modality for Cambodia and development partners on biodiversity management and conservation has been implemented. 


China 
(1) Eliminating subsidies unfavorable to biodiversity. To avoid negative impacts on biodiversity and the environment, China eliminated in 2007 export tax rebates of 553 products of high energy consumption, pollution and resources consumption, including endangered animals and plants and their products, leather products, some wood products and disposal wooden products.

(2) Establishing guarantee funds for ecological restoration and environmental improvement of mining sector. In 2006, the Ministry of Finance, together with the Ministry of Land Resources and the State Environmental Protection Administration developed guidance for establishing a responsibility system for ecological restoration and environmental improvement of the mining sector. The guidance requires the mining sector to provide guarantee funds out of their mining product sales incomes for ecological restoration and environmental improvement. So far 30 provinces (autonomous regions, province-level municipalities) have established such funds for ecological and environmental restoration in the mining areas. By the end of 2012, 80% of the mines have paid their guarantee funds, totaling 61.2 billion yuan RMB and accounting for 62% of the total funds that should be paid.

(3) Subsidizing households that return cultivated land to forests. Since 1999, the central government has been subsidizing those households that have returned their cultivated land to forests according to the actual areas returned and verified. These households also have the ownership of forests that grow on returned land, with contract period for owning and using returned land being as long as 70 years, while enjoying preferential tax incentives for benefits from use of returned land. In 2007, the State Council issued a notice on improving the policy of returning cultivated land to forests, with a view to increase the subsidies to related households. According to this notice, households living in the Yangtse River Basin and South China can be subsidized in cash by 1,575 yuan RMB per hectare of land annually, while households living in the Yellow River Basin and North China can get a cash subsidy of 1,050 yuan RMB per hectare of land. Farmers that return land to forests with ecological functions can be compensated for eight years, while those that return land to forests with economic functions can be compensated for five years. From 2008 to 2011, the central government provided specialized grants totaling 46.2 billion yuan RMB. By the end of 2012, the central government has invested cumulatively 324.7 billion yuan RMB, and 124 million farmers in 2,279 counties  directly benefited from this investment, with per household being subsidized 7,000 yuan RMB on the average.

(4) Subsidizing the projects on natural forest protection. Natural forest resources protection projects were initiated in 17 provinces in 2000. The central government subsidized forest management and conservation as well as seedling cultivation and reforestation. The central government also provided subsidies by covering pension insurances for forest enterprise employees and social expenditures of forest enterprises, and providing basic life guarantees for laid-off forest workers. The total investment for the first phase of this project went up to 118.6 billion yuan RMB. At the end of 2010, the State Council decided to implement a second phase of this project from 2011 to 2020, with 11 more counties (cities, districts) to be included in the project. The subsidy provided for reforestation will be 4,500 yuan per hectare, and those for enclosing mountains for forest conservation and aerial seeding will be 1,050 yuan RMB per hectare and 1,800 yuan RMB per hectare respectively. Education subsidy is 30,000 yuan RMB per person per year. Sanitation subsidy for forest areas in the upper reaches of the Yangtse River, the upper and middle reaches of the Yellow River and Inner Mongolia is 15,000 yuan RMB per year and 10,000 yuan RMB per year respectively. For state-owned forests, the central government provides 75 yuan per hectare annually as forest conservation fee. For those collectively-owned forests that also belong to national-level pubic benefits forests, during 2011-2012, the central government provided 150 yuan RMB per hectare annually as part of the funds for ecological compensation. Since 2013, this rate has been increased to 225 yuan RMB per year. For local benefits forests the compensation funds are provided mainly from local government budgets, while the central government also provides 45 yuan RMB per hectare per year as forest conservation fee. The total investment of the second phase of this project will be around 224 billion yuan RMB.

(5) Subsidizing projects of returning grazing land to grasslands. Since 2003 such projects have been implemented in eight provinces such as Inner Mongolia, Sichuan, Qinghai and Xinjiang. The central government has been subsidizing the construction of fences and the provision of forages. In 2011 the central government raised the subsidy standards and percentages. 300 yuan RMB per hectare is provided to fence building in Qinghai-Tibet Plateau while 240 yuan RMB per hectare to other regions. A subsidy of 300 yuan RMB per hectare is provided to reseeding grass; 2,400 yuan RMB per hectare to artificial forage farming and 3,000 yuan RMB per household for building feeding stables and rings. The central government invested cumulatively a total of 17.57 billion yuan RMB in this project during the period 2003-2012, with projects having benefited 174 counties, more than 900,000 farm households and more than 4.5 million farmers and herdsmen.

(6) Establishing subsidies and incentives for ecological conservation of grasslands. Since 2011 eight provinces or autonomous regions with most of the grasslands in China have established incentive measures for grassland ecology conservation, with a subsidy of 90 yuan RMB per hectare annually for grasslands where grazing is banned; 22.5 yuan RMB per hectare annually for grasslands where balance of herds and grass supply is implemented. Subsidies are also provided to herdsmen for their production, with 150 yuan RMB per hectare annually for grass seed and 500 yuan RMB per household annually for production materials. Herdsmen are also trained to promote their shift to new jobs. The subsidies for grassland ecology conservation increased from 13.6 billion yuan RMB in 2011 to 15 billion yuan RMB in 2012, with cumulative total investment reaching 28.3 billion yuan RMB. By the end of 2012, the areas covered by subsidies for grassland grazing bans have reached 820,000 km2, and the areas where rewards are given for keeping the herd-and-grass balance have reached 1,737,000 km2.

(7) Subsidizing wetland conservation. In 2010 the Ministry of Finance together with the State Forestry Administration initiated subsidies for wetland conservation, which covered 27 wetlands of international importance, 43 natural wetland nature reserves and 86 national wetland parks. Some local governments also increased support to wetland conservation from government budgets, and gradually included important wetlands as part of ecological compensation.

(8) Establishing funds for compensating forest ecological benefits. In 2004 China established national funds for compensation of forest ecological benefits, which subsidize plantation, nurturing, conservation and management of national-level public benefits forests, with funding allocated from the central government budgets. Among them, a subsidy of 75 yuan per hectare is provided annually for state-owned national-level public benefits forests, and 225 yuan per hectare annually for national-level public benefits forests owned collectively and privately. Currently the areas that have received such subsidies have reached 924,000 km2. In 2013 the central government provided a total of 14.9 billion yuan RMB for compensation for ecological benefits of forests. Local governments also compensated for local public benefits forests.

(9) Establishing national mechanisms of ecological compensation for national key ecological function zones. Since the central government budget established in 2008 an item of fiscal transfers for national key ecological function zones, the scope of transfers has been constantly expanding. In 2013 funds were transferred to 492 counties and 1,367 land zones prohibited for development, with the total of funds transferred reaching 42.3 billion yuan RMB. In 2013, scenic spots in Yunnan, Guizhou, Sichuan and Xinjiang were included in the pilot work on ecological compensation.
Case 2.7 Pilot Ecological Compensation in Xin'anjiang River Basin

Xin’an River originates from Huangshan City, Anhui Province, and flows into Qiandao Lake scenic spot in Zhejiang Province, and eventually into East China Sea, via Fuchun River and Qiantang River, with the river basin covering an area of 11,674 km2. Xin’an River has the biggest water flow to Qiandao Lake while the lake is an important drinking water source for Zhejiang Province. To protect the water environment of Xin’an River, Huangshan City and other places in Anhui Province have sacrificed their own development for years by delaying their industrialization and urbanization processes. In March and September 2011, the Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of Environmental Protection issued a notice on initiating pilot work in ecological compensation for the water environment of Xin’an River as well as a programme of implementation in this regard. Funds of 300 million yuan RMB were allocated in 2011 for compensation and specially used for water pollution control and water quality improvement in the upper reaches of Xin’an River. Among them 200 million yuan was allocated from the central government budget and 100 million yuan provided by Zhejiang Province. Anhui and Zhejiang Provinces were the first in China among those that have established a mechanism of compensation for the water environment in a trans-province river basin to protect water resources for Xin’an River and Qiandao Lake.
National Targets 

Establishment of mechanisms for ecological compensation and increase fiscal transfers to key ecological function zones will be accelerated; and studies will be undertaken on the establishment of national specialized funds for ecological compensation and the system of reserves for sustainable development of resource-efficient enterprises will be promoted.
National Actions 
􀁺 Eliminated rebates for exports of 553 products with high energy consumption, pollution and resource consumption.

􀁺 30 provinces (autonomous regions, province-level municipalities) have required mining operators to deposit funds for environmental and ecological recovery in mining areas, with cumulative funds having reached 61.2 billion yuan RMB.

􀁺 Subsidies provided to key forestry and ecological conservation projects.

􀁺 Established funds for compensation for forest ecological benefits.

􀁺 Preliminarily established ecological compensation mechanisms for national key ecological function zones.

Outcomes Achieved 
(1) The project of returning cultivated land to forests has been implemented since 1999. By 2012, the cumulative investment by the central government has reached 324.7 billion yuan RMB, providing direct benefits to 120 million farmers in 2,279 counties with each household receiving a policy subsidy of 7,000 yuan cumulatively.

(2) In 2000 the Government of China initiated the natural forest resources protection project in 17 provinces, with the central government providing subsidies for forest conservation and management, reforestation and social expenditures. By the end of 2010, the cumulative investment for the first phase of the project has reached 118.6 billion yuan RMB and the investment for the second phase will total 244 billion yuan RMB.

(3) The project of returning grazing land to grasslands was initiated in 2003 and implemented in 8 provinces, with the central government providing subsidies for setting up fences and supply of forages. The cumulative investment for this project during 2003-2012 has reached 17.57 billion yuan RMB, benefiting more than 4.5 million farmers and herdsmen in 174 counties.

(4) China established in 2004 the National Fund for Compensation for Forest Ecological Benefits, with annual payment reaching 3 billion yuan RMB.

(5) In 2008 China established funds to be transferred from the central government budget to national key ecological function zones. In 2013 the funds transferred covered 492 counties and 1,367 land zones prohibited for development, with the total funds transferred reaching 42.3 billion yuan RMB.

(6) Since 2006, through provision of fiscal subsidies for wetland conservation as proposed in the Eleventh and Twelfth Five-year Plans for Wetland Conservation Project, more than 500 wetlands have been protected and restored, with an area of over 3,000 km2 of protected wetlands added annually.

Overall Assessment and Trends
Investments into natural forest resources protection, wild flora and fauna protection, establishment and management of PAs and wetland conservation increased from 9.7 billion yuan in 2001 to 21.77 billion in 2011, with average annual increase by 13.9%.
Cook Islands

3.3 Budgetary Support to Biodiversity Conservation

The Cook Islands Budget Policy Statement 2010-2011 states that the Government will support marine and land conservation initiatives. Conservation of Cook Islands marine and land resources is critical for environmental sustainability. In 2010/11 Government will strengthen the institutional arrangements to ensure that the use and harvest of these resources are maintained within sustainable levels. However, despite these statements, the lion’s share of the operational budget for biodiversity conservation is sourced from donors. Government resources specifically allocated to biodiversity cover the salary of two dedicated biodiversity officer at the National Environment Service, with other NES staff also contributing at times, particularly in regard to education and awareness raising. Government also provides support to the Natural Heritage Trust, which is responsible for the development and upkeep of the Cook Islands Biodiversity Database. Other Government funding related to the biodiversity sector goes to Ministries of Agriculture and Marine Resources (see below).
DPR Korea 
Fiji 
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India 
Assessment of funding support for biodiversity conservation in India

Resource flows to the biodiversity sector include direct core funding and non-core funding (that originates from the

budgetary resources of the MoEF), and indirect peripheral funding, which comprises development budgetary resources

that are allocated by other scientific and development Ministries/Depatments of the GoI towards programmes that have a

bearing on biodiversity conservation. The MoEF undertook an assessment of funding for biodiversity conservation for the

year 2010-2011 in which funding for core (direct and immediate biodiversity impact), net non-core (indirect), and net

peripheral funding flows (from biodiversity relevant 29 schemes of seven Ministries/Departments other than MoEF), along

with core funding by the State Governments was assessed (MoEF 2012). Building on this study and using similar

methodology,
the assessment conducted and reported here in NR5 refers (in most part) to the most recent data available

for 2013-2014 and includes expanded datasets based on peripheral funding related to 77 schemes of 23

Ministries/Departments of the GoI.

As per CBD's Strategic Goals under SP 2011-2020 for resource mobilization and call to Parties for providing data on

resource mobilization according to the indicators adopted in decision X/3 and Aichi Biodiversity Target 20, activities have
been classified into those that are directly related to biodiversity and others that are indirectly related to biodiversity for

assessing funding for biodiversity conservation. Funding for activities directly related to biodiversity include activities taken

up for in situ/ex situ conservation, for protected areas, for maintaining genetic diversity and for addressing threats to

specific ecosystems and/or species. Funding considered under this category will generally be provided by environmental

agencies that directly and purposely consider biodiversity within their mandates. Activities that have benefits for

biodiversity but for which biodiversity conservation and sustainable use are not the main focus are considered to bear an

indirect relation with regard to funding for biodiversity conservation.

This section provides an assessment of funding for core (direct and immediate biodiversity impact), net non-core

(pollution, hazardous substances management, etc., which facilitate biodiversity conservation of river streams, wetlands)

and net peripheral funding flows (from biodiversity relevant schemes of Ministries/Departments other than the MoEF) from

the GoI and of core funding by the State Governments, for the year 2013-2014. The concept of net non-core and net

peripheral flows has been worked out on the basis of a multiplier approach (see Sections 2.3.1.2 and 2.3.3.).

2.3.1. Financial overview of schemes of MoEF

As brought out in India's submission made in September 2012 prior to CoP-11 to the CBD, there has been a steady

increase in the budgetary allocation of MoEF since 1992 under all major heads. From an average annual outlay of ` 2,800

million in 1992-1993 (96.55 million USD at April 1992 exchange rate), the outlay in 2013-2014 was ` 24,300 million (477.59

million USD at an exchange rate of 1 USD = ` 62.08 in February 2014). The 11th Plan (2007-2012) approved budgetary

outlay for MoEF was ` 100,000 million whereas the 12th Plan (2012-2017) approved budgetary outlay for MoEF is

` 178,740 million. This is an increase of 78.74%

[image: image4.png]Key externally aided schemes of MoEF
The outlay for key externally aided schemes in the MoEF for 2013-2014 is shown in Table 2.3.

S.No. Name of scheme/project 2013-2014 Budget estimate Name of funding agency
Table 23 1 National River Conservation Plan (NRCP)  25.00 JBIC/UICA
Eremalydce 2 National Ganga River Basin 290,00 JBIC/UICA
15 during 2013- Authority (NGRBA)
2o g n 3 Hazardous Substances 32.00 World Bank
Management (HSMD)
4. Biodiversity Conservation and Rural 500 World Bank
Livelihood Improvement Project (BCRLIP)
5 Biodiversity Conservation 200 GEF
6 National Coastal Management 12500 World Bank
Programme (NCMP)
7. Capacity Building for Forest 4850 JicA
Management Training of Personnel
Total (1-7) 527.50 or USD 85.07
‘million (at 1USD=

6208 in February 2014)




2.3.1.1 MoEF's core funding for biodiversity conservation during 2013-2014

Out of the MoEF's aggregate budget of ` 2430 crores for the year 2013-2014, the amount of core funding for biodiversity

conservation, i.e., funding of schemes which are directly relevant to biodiversity conservation, is ` 1564.34 crores. The

same for years 2012-13, 2011-12 and 2010-11 is given in Table 2.4 below. (For 2013-2014, this is an increase of ` 486

crores or approximately 45% of the core funding amount for the year 2010-2011).
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2.3.1.2 MoEF's non-core funding for biodiversity conservation during 2013-2014

Out of the MoEF's total budget of `24,300 million (` 2430 crores) for 2013-2014, after excluding the funds for schemes

directly relevant to biodiversity, the remaining amount, i.e., ` 8660 million (` 866 crores) was for schemes such as pollution

control, hazardous substance management, impact assessment, etc. As these programmes contribute to biodiversity

conservation only indirectly, a multiplier approach has been applied, as was done when India made its submission to CoP-

11 of the CBD in September 2012, wherein 30% of the allocation under these schemes, i.e., ` 2598 million (` 259.8 crores)

has been considered to be attributable to biodiversity conservation.

2.3.2 Outlays at the State level

Apart from the MoEF, each State and Union Territory (UT) in India also allocates part of its budget for expenditure on the

environment. According to the Budget Document of States, provided by the Planning Commission, for 2013-2014, the core

funding by State Governments is ` 50,255.7 million (` 5025.57 crores or USD 810.47 million at 1USD = ` 62.08 in February

2014).

States also contribute to peripheral funding for biodiversity conservation through allied activities such as animal husbandry,

fisheries and rural development, etc. However, these data have not been included in the assessment as complete data

were not available for all States.

The Finance Commission of India has been providing additional financial support to initiatives of biodiversity conservation.

The 12th Finance Commission of India provided a grant-in-aid of ` 1000 crores (approximately USD 166 million) for a fiveyear

period (2005-09) to be distributed to different States based on the proportion of forest area to their geographical area.

The 13th Finance Commission of India went a step further in this direction and provided a grant-in-aid of ` 5000 crores

(approximately USD 800 million) for a five-year period (2010-2014) to the States. Mechanisms are also emerging in India to

incentivize States for conserving their forests and biodiversity. In a study conducted by IIFM for the 13th Finance

Commission of India, it was recommended that bioprospecting value of forests within each State, apart from three other

factors - namely growing stock of forests, ratio of dense forest cover to total forest cover, and total carbon stock of each

State should be taken into account while determining allocation of grant-in-aid to different States (Brander et. al., 2014).

2.3.3 Peripheral funding: Biodiversity-related programmes of allied

Ministries

Of the 52 Ministries/Departments of the GoI, 23 Ministries/Departments (in addition to the MoEF) were identified as having

a bearing on biodiversity conservation as they fund and implement biodiversity-related programmes (see Table 2.2). These

23 Ministries/Departments were identified on the basis of an extensive review of the RFDs of the 52

Ministries/Departments, information available in annual reports/websites of Ministries/Departments and institutions, as well

as inputs provided by officials, scientists and other stakeholders at the individual level and from a range of organizations

from different regions of the country. Detailed Demands for Grants and budget documents of the 23

Ministries/Departments of GoI identified were reviewed, and 77 schemes were identified that contribute towards

biodiversity conservation and for which budget allocations were obtained.

As in the case of non-core funding for biodiversity under the MoEF's schemes, a multiplier approach has been applied to

assess the biodiversity component of leveragable peripheral funding of the schemes implemented by other

Ministries/Departments since the entire amount allocated to them cannot be attributed to biodiversity.

Accordingly, depending on the potential ability of a scheme to contribute to biodiversity, varying multipliers have been used for determining the funds attributable to biodiversity conservation as shown below.
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In this assessment of funding, the credibility of the data is high as data are from Ministries'/Departments' Demand for

Grants and other publicly available budget documents. However, there is some degree of subjectivity with regard to the

multipliers used for determining allocations considered to be attributable to biodiversity. To address this concern,

consultations were undertaken with the concerned Ministries/Departments with a view to confirming these data.

Using this method of calculation, an amount of ` 2354.74 crores can be considered as the net leveragable peripheral

funding for biodiversity for 2013-2014 under 77 relevant schemes of 23 Ministries/Departments of the GoI other than the

MoEF. It is expected that in India's attempt to further mainstream biodiversity, the number of Ministries/Departments

identified may change and the estimates for leveragable funding for biodiversity may increase.

There are a number of Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) that work very actively for the environment in general and

for biodiversity in particular. In addition to Central and State Government funding, NGOs receive funding from corporates in

India and from foreign sources. The amounts have however not been taken into account when calculating the total funding

because of non-availability of reliable data.

2.3.4. Total estimated funding for biodiversity conservation during 2013-2014

Core, non-core and peripheral funding for biodiversity conservation

Details of the core and non-core funding by the MoEF for biodiversity conservation as well as those of States for 2013-

2014 are provided in Table 2.5. As explained in the foregoing, peripheral funding pertains to funding related to biodiversity

conservation under 77 schemes and programmes of 23 Ministries/Departments of the GoI other than the MoEF.
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 For the year 2013-2014, the core funding for biodiversity (under the MoEF's biodiversity-related programmes) is ` 15,643.4

million (`1564.34 crores); the net leveragable non-core funding (on MoEF's other schemes) is ` 2598 million (` 259.8

crores). This amounts to a total of core and non-core funding by MoEF of ` 18,241.4 million (` 1824.14 crores) for the year

2013-2014. Adding the outlay for States of ` 50,255.7 million (` 5025.57 crores) takes the combined core and non-core

funding by MoEF and States to ` 68,497.1 million (` 6849.71 crores). Along with the estimated peripheral funding of `

2354.74 crores, the overall funding for biodiversity conservation amounts to ` 92044.50 million (` 9204.45 crores or USD

1482.68 million) for 2013-2014.

Target 20 CBD

India was amongst the first few countries which had undertaken an assessment of funding for biodiversity conservation. In

a study by MoEF, funding for core (direct and immediate biodiversity impact), net non-core (indirect), and net peripheral

funding flows (from biodiversity relevant 29 schemes of seven Ministries/Departments other than MoEF), along with core

funding by the State Governments, was assessed for the year 2010-2011 (MoEF 2012). The concept of net non-core and

net peripheral flows was worked out on the basis of the multiplicative factor.

Building on this study and using similar methodology, but by considerably expanding the dataset, an assessment of

funding for biodiversity conservation in India for the year 2013-2014 has been undertaken as part of updating India's NBAP

and preparation of NR5 (see Part II). The core funding for biodiversity (under the MoEF's biodiversity-related programmes)

is ` 15,643.4 million (` 1564.34 crores); the net leveragable non-core funding (on MoEF's other schemes) is ` 2598 million

(` 259.8 crores). This amounts to a total of core and non-core funding by MoEF of ` 18,241.4 million (` 1824.14 crores) for

the year 2013-2014. Adding the outlay for States of ` 50,255.7 million (` 5025.57 crores) takes the combined core and

non-core funding by MoEF and States to ` 68,497.1 million (` 6849.71 crores). Along with the estimated peripheral funding

of ` 2354.74 crores, the overall funding for biodiversity conservation amounts to ` 92044.5 million (` 9204.45 crores or

USD 1482.68 million) for 2013-2014 from 77 schemes of 23 Ministries/ Departments. This is however a work-in-progress

estimate and the overall investment/expenditure in activities relating to biodiversity conservation may change as quality of

datasets further improves. It is relevant to state that despite expanded datasets in terms of number of Ministries/

Departments and programmes considered as compared to the previous study undertaken for 2010-2011, the amount

arrived at for 2013-2014 is lower. This is attributed to efforts made to reduce subjectivity in using the multiplicative factor by

directly consulting the concerned Ministries/Departments for confirming contribution of schemes implemented by them

towards biodiversity conservation, as also to the significant difference in Rupee-U.S. Dollar conversion rate in 2014.

It is expected that with an increasing focus and emphasis on integrating biodiversity concerns into other sectors, additional

funds would be mobilized for activities that would contribute towards implementation of the SP 2011-2020. The activities

envisioned for achievement of the National Biodiversity Targets would be taken up and mainstreamed under the ambit of

existing schemes and programmes by the Central and State Governments, public and private sector as well as civil society

organisations, securing full utilization of available infrastructure and funds, with augmentation and further inputs, wherever

required.

Indonesia 
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Iran 
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. 

Measures taken by Environment Department in connection with this goal are : 

- Increasing Environment Department budget by 25 percent for 2015-2016. 

- Launching of the annual general meeting of the National Fund for Environment and obtaining credit to finance the initial fund in the budget year. 

- Procurement, integration and operations planning activities for the budget in the form of approved programs which has been promulgated by the government vice president of strategic planning and monitoring office. 

Iraq 
Iraqi Target 23 
By 2016 a Resource Mobilization Plan for implementation of the NBSAP is established and implemented 
Jordan 
Kazakhstan 
Currently, the major programme document of the country, directly oriented at biodiversity conservation is the “Zhasyl Damy” (in Kazakh “Green Development "), approved by the Decree of the government of the Republic of Kazakhstan № 924, and dated September 10, 2010. The sectoral Programme " Zhasyl Damy " for 2010-2014 (hereinafter referred to as the Program) is developed to implement the Decree of the President of the Republic of Kazakhstan № 922 dated February 1, 2010 “On the Strategic Development Plan of the Republic of Kazakhstan till 2020 " and within execution of the President's instructions, given during his visit to the West Kazakhstan and East Kazakhstan regions in September - October 2008. With a view of optimizing the current programme, the following documents were included into the Program: the Ecological Security Concept of the Republic of Kazakhstan for 2004-2015, the Concept of development and allocation of specially protected natural areas of the Republic of Kazakhstan until 2030 , the Program of Environmental Protection of the Republic of Kazakhstan for 2008-2010 ", the Program " Zhasyl el " for 2008-2010 , the Programme for the conservation and sustainable use of fauna and development of a network of protected areas by 2010 , the Program on comprehensive resolution of issues in Priaralye for 2007-2009.
To determine the overall success of the Program the following indicators are stipulated:

• The percentage of reduction of emissions of pollutants by 2014 compared to 2009 should not be less than 5.9%

• The level of reduction of emissions of pollutants by 2014 compared to 2009 will be at least 3.5%

• The proportion of recycled wastes by 2014 is 21.9%

• The dynamics of changes in greenhouse gas emissions by 2014 will be 1 % of reduction, compared to 1992

• Increase in the number of rare and endangered species of wild ungulates to 2014 is - 2% tugay deer, wild ass 4% ; sand gazelle-4%, argali - 2% , saiga - 10%

• released juvenile valuable fish in natural water units and reservoirs will be 170.0 million units by 2014.

• creation of 13 new protected areas and expansion of 7 areas

• increase of scope of forest plantactions in 2014 to 65.0 hectares.

• increase timing of warning messages about dangerous and extreme weather events up to 72 hours in 2014

The total budget of the Program is 161,714.06 million KZT (or about 1 billion U.S. $ 80 million at an average currency rate for 2010-2013.), including from the republican budget - 93759.21 million KZT; from the local budget - 46,351.6 million KZT, from international grants - 405.5 million KZT, including funds from loans - 3850.75 million tenge, from funds of natural resource users- 17,347.0 million KZT.

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.

At the national level in accordance with existing state programs, in recent years there is a steady increase of the funds spent on the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity. Thus, the current “Zhasyl Damu” Program for 2010 had total funding of 31914.1 million Tenge (about $ 212 800 000), the plan for 2014 – 38 089.9 million Tenge (about $ 253 900 000). Investments in the Concept of transition to a “green economy” will be made to an average of 1% of GDP until 2050. 

Kiribati 
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Lack of Government financial support – with the 5% increased in the budget to support the Biodiversity activities, this still not sufficient to cater and meet all the expenses needed to support implementation of Strategic and Action plans set for Biodiversity & Conservation Unit (BCU). However, the continuous financial and technical supports through the assistance of regional, development partners, and overseas donor agencies (ODA), BCU within ECD-MELAD managed to execute its biodiversity strategic and action plans that are in line with projects supported by from these agencies and partners funding. 

Kyrgyzstan 
Strategic component М: Financial resources

Financing of expenses for state management in environment, protection, reproduction and

rational use of biological diversity and forest administration is effected from republican budget,

Republican and Local Funds of Nature Protection (RFNP/LFNP) and non-budget financing of

forestries, SPNA and General Administration of Biosphere territory “Issyk-Kul”.

As analysis resulted forming of financial resources of state management of biological

diversity is implemented through two types of fees for natural resources – for right to use natural

resources (forest resources, nature reserve fund, fauna etc.) and environment pollution (fee for

emission to atmosphere and stocking of solid wastes and others)29.

Financing of expenses for state management in the area of protection, secure, reproduction

and rational use of biological diversity is effected on residual principle. Currently costs for

environment protection compose 0,026 % from GDP. Thus today at republican level only secured

articles of nature protection agencies are being financed (remuneration and social security).

FAO/UNDP “Capacity building of evaluation and monitoring of national forests and trees” project’s

experts consider a necessity of increasing of national budget financing and suggest to set target

articles for nature protected areas in expenses part of republican budget.

Barriers under NBSAP implementation process

NBSAP (1998) was not approved by Decree of the Government therefore was not

supported by budget financing;

Frequent reorganizations of state agency on environment protection hampered fulfillment

of strategic component “Coordination of Strategy and Action Plan” at appropriate level;

Lack of NBSAP implementation monitoring;

Lack of qualified professionals.
Finance, trade and industry

Financing of state management in the area of environment protection, recovery and rational

use of biological diversity, forestry are covered by the republican budget according to economically

justified standards, developed by SAEPF and approved accordingly. Financing methods of

conservation of biodiversity and forests re defined by the Ministry of Finance of the Kyrgyz

Republic.

With the aim to integrate to world economics Kyrgyzstan joined the Marakesh Agreement

establishing the World Trade Organization and agreements adopted within WTO, including TRIPS

Agreement and Agreement on Sanitary and Phytosanitary Control on November 17, 1998. In 2003

the Interagency Commission on WTO issues was established, it includes representatives of

ministries, state committees and administrative agencies of the KR on fulfillment of the WTO

agreements. Under joining to the WTO our country undertook commitments on free movement of

gods, payments and capitals. Procedures of licensing in the area of environment, including import

and export of the goods are being reduced.

International technical standards in the field of environment protection (ISO 14000) are

being implemented slowly. It allows introducing new approach to protect of biodiversity. When

solving of issues of direct investment into the business sector a Strategic Environmental Assessment

(SEA) is not considered and carried out.

Development of sectoral and cross-sectoral interaction in development of resource-intensive

sectors (mining, energy, agriculture) that seek benefits from natural resources is becoming more

actual.40

According to the Law of the KR “On basis of technical regulations in the KR” and the

Decree of the President of the KR “On institutional and structural reforms in the field of technical

regulations in the KR” in 2006 the Resolution of the Government of the KR “On realization by state

inspectorates on control of measures of security in the filed of veterinary, plants quarantine,

epidemiology, sanitary and ecology” (see Annex II, items 19, 35, 63)

To implement this document MAWRPI, Ministry of Health, SAEPF and Frontier Service of

the KR the joint measures on assessment of objects equivalence and providing security activities in

the field of veterinary, plants quarantine, epidemiology, sanitary and ecology.
Lao People's Republic 

Mobilizing Resources for Biodiversity Conservation

Lao PDR’s regulations on the Management of NBCAs, Living Aquatic Resources and Wildlife provided the mechanisms in sourcing the financial requirements of the NBCA Development Fund aimed at boosting the conservation and effective management of biodiversity resources in the country. This fund will be specifically used for the management and administration of NBCAs only covering the following concerns: the preservation of water resources, aquatic and wildlife resources and the environments within the areas; and the dissemination of legislations/policies, related capacity development trainings, and the supporting promotional activities (MAF & STEA, 2004).

Funding mechanisms strategy of the Lao National Government include the use of the National Tourism Fund which is supported by a 5% tax on national operators, income from the so-called “Biodiversity Maintenance Fee” generated from the costs of obtaining tourist visas in the country, and the hydropower concessions in major power generating projects like the Nam Leuk and Nam Theun II projects (MAF & STEA, 2004). Other sources of funding will come from the potential bilateral and multilateral, the private sector and external donors.
During 2000-2005, the external assistance was reduced in terms of numbers and since that time, financial support to implement biodiversity conservation has started to increased again. Some of the main donors are: GEF, ADB, WB, SDC, Sida, MRC, GTZ, FAO, UNDP,UNEP, JICA,...

- There is some financial support from foundations that deal directly with INGOs, institutions. The Environmental Protection Fund which is under WREA and supported by WB and ADB also released a certain amount to local authorities/ communities to implement conservation work.
Lebanon 

Resource Mobilization 18. By 2020, Lebanon has developed and is implementing a robust resource mobilization strategy with a sustainable mechanism to finance biodiversity initiatives
The MoE is actively and continuously working with donors, including environmental funds, foreign governments and international bodies to guarantee the necessary funds for soft loans and grants allowing thus the continuous implementation and development of plans and activities. Selected examples are as follows:

The “Safeguarding and Rehabilitating of the Lebanese Forest Resources” project with a budget of $2,255,000. The project has attracted as well grants and assistance of the donors to reforest Lebanon. The most important of which is a cash grant of $12,000,000 from the USAID, to work on developing the forest arboretum in Lebanon.

Signature of $1.5 million grants to support research on biodiversity.

Signature of a $2.5 million grant to implement the National Program for Hydro-Chloro- Fluorocarbon disposal and follow up on the implementation.

19 million Euros grant by the European Union allocated for the conservation of Lebanon's marine resources and their sustainable use.

Launching of the Support to Reforms – Environmental Governance (StREG) project funded by the European Union by an 8 million Euros grant.

$3.2 million grant from the Global Environment Facility for the sustainable management of the Litani River basin

In 2012 the MoE signed contracts with 69 municipalities to implement environmental projects to the value of $9.3 million for each. This assistance comes within a common work plan between the Ministry and the municipalities to protect the environment and enforce solutions to the problems they are facing, through buying waste bins and pumps for pesticides and through building concrete reservoirs to collect water to fight fires.

Execution of the National Reforestation Plan by MoE funded by the Lebanese National Budget with an amount of 16.67 million USD: Phase I (2002-2004) and Phase II (2004-2006) were done through sub-contracting private companies, Phase III (2010-2014) through direct contracts with the municipalities.
Malaysia 

Maldives 
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9.4 FINANCIAL RESOURCES
From 2005 to 2012, the Government of Maldives undertook the United Nations Development Programme/Global Environment Facility (GEF) Atoll Ecosystem Conservation (AEC) project. This aimed to pilot a system for integrated conservation and sustainable development in Baa Atoll, which could then serve as a model for other atolls. A three-pronged strategy was followed which led to: integrating biodiversity conservation into institutions and policies at both national and atoll level; conserving biodiversity ‘in the water and on the ground’ by establishing protected and managed areas and managing them through innovative national-local and public-private partnerships in Baa Atoll; and by supporting alternative sustainable livelihood development strategies to relieve pressure on biodiversity. 
The AEC project created the Baa Atoll Conservation Fund through an innovative Public Private Partnership with the tourism sector that provides financial resources for management of the Biosphere Reserve, as well as grants for conservation, livelihoods and outreach activities. 
Since the total shark fishery ban would have a huge impact on shark fishermen, to reduce their loss, the government initiated a MVR five million gear buy-back scheme a few months after the ban. About 200 fishermen took part in the scheme. Compensation for gear has been awarded to 70% of the fishermen who applied, and for another 20%, compensation has been deposited to their respective island councils. At present, few islands have not received compensation. In addition to the gear buy-back scheme, and to facilitate alternative income generation for former shark fishermen, on 2 June 2010 MoFA opened a Shark Trust Fund. The tourist resorts, the main beneficiaries of the shark ban were invited to contribute to the trust fund.
Marshall Islands 

Micronesia 

Theme 11: Financial Resources. Local, regional and international financial sources provide for the long-term financial sustainability of all conservation and biodiversity related activities. 

While funding for conservation activities remains a challenge, actors within the FSM are making significant progress towards creating sustainable financing mechanisms. In addition to the budgets allocated by government to the National and State natural resource management agencies, local, regional, and international organizations are also leveraging funding to support the implementation of BSAP activities. The expansion of the Micronesia Conservation Trust in particular represents a significant area of achievement under the National BSAP. 

The 2002 National BSAP under Theme 11 called for the creation of the Micronesia Conservation Trust (MCT) and its early history is described in the 4th National Report. Since the 4th National Report, MCT has realized several major achievements on behalf of the FSM government and regional conservation initiatives, advancing its role as a financing mechanism for conservation work. The leadership of the FSM, the Republic of the Marshall Islands and the Republic of Palau governments came together in 2008 to propose a joint full-sized project to the Global Environment Facility (GEF). The project came to fruition in 2010 and involves the development of sustainable funding plans and country program strategies for Micronesia Challenge goal implementation. MCT provided technical assistance with the development of these plans and continues to assist the FSM government with the completion of its commitments under the project. One of the key activities in progress is the funding of an endowment in the FSM to perpetuate conservation activities, see the below case study for details.
In 2012 the FSM government approached MCT with a request that it pursue accreditation to serve as its National Implementing Entity for the Adaptation Fund. As of the publication of this report, MCT has completed the application process and successfully negotiated modified accreditation standards for small non-government entities. MCT is in the process of responding to a final round of comments and recommendations from the accreditation panel. Achievement of the accreditation will allow for the FSM to directly implement activities with these funds rather than relying on outside institutions such as the United Nations Development Programme. 

Also since the 4th National Report the Micronesia sub-regional GEF Small Grants Program, which was previously housed under MCT, graduated to three separate country programs administered through UN Joint Presence Offices in each country. The FSM’s Small Grants Program is making available funds directly to local NGOs and community-based organizations in the country. In just the first three quarters of 2014, 14 such groups are implementing projects funded by the Small Grants Program. Subsequent to the graduation of the GEF programs, Rare Inc. and MCT entered into an agreement to host its program staff in the FSM and to cooperate on fund-raising and project funding support. As described in the case study on Rare Inc., the continuing education component of its programs have increased the social marketing and project management capacity of local conservation partners in the FSM and raised awareness of conservation issues across the country. 

MCT is also supporting the development of innovative sustainable financing mechanisms at the State and community levels. For example, actors in Pohnpei are working to develop a Nett Watershed Fund to improve watershed management. A recent feasibility study shows overall willingness to bear an increase in water utility cost to initiate the fund, at just $0.005 per gallon the increase would result in more than $400,000 of revenue to fund improvements to the watershed (Kastl, Joseph, Obisop, & Andreas). Lastly, in 2014 the Awak Youth Organization with support from the MCT and the Conservation Society of Pohnpei established the Piggery Waste Management Revolving Fund. The first of its kind in the FSM, the fund will be used to renovate piggeries to a dry litter system producing compostable material for sale. Some of the proceeds from these sales will return to the fund. The aim of the revolving fund is to reduce or eliminate contaminants from piggeries into the area watershed and shoreline.

Case Study: FSM Micronesia Challenge Endowment 
The FSM government, with support from MCT and inline with the country’s Micronesia Challenge commitment, has drafted a sustainable finance plan that calls for the creation of a $33 million endowment fund that would be able to distribute 5% of the fund annually in perpetuity to support conservation work. The development of the FSM sustainable finance plan, which is based on estimates for protected area management activities in each of the States and at the National level, represents a significant step forward by systematically identifying funding needs, gaps, and fundraising sources and targets. The FSM government, in collaboration with international donors and conservation groups, is in the process of funding the endowment. To date, The Nature Conservancy has contributed $1 million: $0.5 in 2010 to match a $1.68 million grant from the UN Global Environment Facility and the remaining $0.5 million in 2013 to match a $250k contribution from the FSM National government. In August 2014 Conservation International fulfilled its pledge, contributing $1 million into the endowment. As of August 2014, the endowment is $4.8 million.
Mongolia 

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.

Funding needs assessments were not included in the original NBAP and may need to be worked into the revised NBSAP to be submitted in 2015.

• Within CITES, the Law on Environment Protection, Wildlife Law, “Law on Specially Protected Areas, National Programmes to protect the Mongolian Saiga, Red Deer, Snow Leopard and Argali Sheep, and the programme on protecting species diversity have been implemented. In 2011, the government of Mongolia approved the National Programme to protect endangered animals.

• Mongolia has implementing 27 national programmes in accordance with sustainable development: National water programme (2010-2021), Green Belt national programme (2005-2035), National forestry programme (2001- 2015), National programme on specially protected lands (1998-2015), National programme on protecting the ozone layer (1999-2030), National programme to develop the survey of water, climate and environment until 2015, Programme on slowly-resoluble organic pollutant (2006- 2020), Develop activates to artificially influence the weather, such as seeding clouds (2007-2015), National programme on supporting quality and environment management (2002-2016), National programme on reducing the danger of earthquake (2008-2020), National programme on protecting the Mongolian Gobi Bear” (2013-2018), National programme on protecting Taimen (2007- 2012), National programme on protection of game fish (2008-2015), National climate programme (2011-2021), National programme on preventing desertification (2010-2020).

• Mongolia added new sites to the Ramsar Wetlands Convention, and continued membership of CITES, CMS, Vienna Convention on the Protection of the Ozone Layer” “The UN framework Convention on climate change and the Kyoto Protocol, and Cartagena Protocol.
Myanmar 

BOX 5. MYANMAR BIODIVERSITY INVESTMENT VISION (MBCIV) 
The Ministry of Environmental Conservation and Forestry (MOECAF) and the Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) collaborated on the biodiversity conservation investment visioning process. This was conducted with the participation of a total of 85 stakeholders from government and civil society. The process included structured interviews with government agencies, local and international NGOs, universities, individual experts and private citizens. The results of this process led to the “Myanmar Biodiversity Conservation Investment Vision (MBCIV)”, published in 2013. 

This process achieved the following: a) an updated analysis of the policy, socioeconomic and civil society context for conservation efforts; b) a re-prioritization of threats to biodiversity and analysis of the drivers of its loss; c) integrated relevant results of research on climate change adaptation and mitigation into the analyses of biological priorities and strategies for conservation action; d) mapped out patterns of investment by conservation funders in the country, including governments, multilateral/bilateral agencies and foundations; e) engaged a wide constituency of stakeholders in defining a common conservation vision and reaching broad agreement on national priorities for investment in conservation action; and f) published the “Myanmar Biodiversity Conservation Investment Vision 2013” as an update of “Myanmar: Investment Opportunities for Biodiversity Conservation 2005”. 

This process also contributed to the implementation and updating processes of the National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plan (NBSAP) and supported the strengthening of the protected area system in Myanmar. 
	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 resources needs assessments to be developed and reported by Parties 
	Provide a mechanism for involvement of international/local institutions, local communities and NGOs, in forest planning, implementation, and evaluation. 

Monitor the ongoing process of NBSAP and implement it with participation of all stakeholders. 




Nauru 

B.3. Financial & Human Resources for Biodiversity Action

83. An important measure of a country’s commitment of resources to support biodiversity

conservation and related environmental work can be gauged from how much of its total

workforce of permanent and fully government paid staff are working in key

environmental agencies. Figure 28 shows that for Nauru there was a consistent 3% of its

total workforce of permanent staff that were employed in three key government

agencies with environmental and for that matter biodiversity related mandates and

roles – the Environment Office at the Department of Commerce, Industries and the

Environment, the Lands and Surveys in its roles for land management and the office of Quarantine in terms of its pest or invasive species control and prevention role – for the

years 2009 and 2011. This percentage dropped to 2% in 2013. These low figures may

have affected the ability of these three key environmental agencies to cope with the

range of important responsibilities of the government they shoulder for biodiversity

conservation and other related environmental management programmes. It would be

interesting to also gather and analyse figures for other staff in these three agencies that

are employed under externally funded projects of the government.
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Figure 27: The pie charts demonstration of the percentages of the total workforce of the goverment that are employed as permanent saff in three:
‘government agencies with key environmental responsibilties — the Environmental OFfice (at DCIE), Lands & Surveys and Quarantine. A 3% is noted for
2003, 2011 which dropped to 2% in 2013. Source: Department of Human Resources, 2014.





84. In terms of the mobilisation of financial resources to support conservation and related

environmental management work in Nauru, Table 4 gives some idea of how much

project funding is acquired and expended by the government for environment related

work, as gauged by the development fund projections for the most recently completed

fiscal years of 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 for two key environmental agencies of the

government – DCIE and NFMRA. The Table shows a constant figure of 13% of total

annual income and expenditure of development funds of the country in the

abovementioned fiscal years were projects for DCIE and NFMRA. Thirteen 13% of

financial resources for the environment is a much better figure than the 2% of human

resources commitment that is shown above. More data and analysis would be needed to

determine how much of workers and service providers in other national agencies of the

government and non-governmental organisations and as well as in local communities,

who are engage in biodiversity and environmental management related services.

85. The next few paragraphs is an exploration of other key challenges and opportunities that

of cross-cutting in nature that may further strengthen the mainstreaming of biodiversity

and other important environmental needs of the country into its development planning

and community building processes.
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Nauru’s National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (2013) not available at the Secretariat
Nepal 

Sources and Trends of Funding for Biodiversity Management in Key Sectors

In the absence of a dedicated budget code and monitoring system, it is difficult to assess the exact funding trends for biodiversity management. An analysis of the program budget allocated for the Ministry of Forests and Soil Conservation shows that it continuously and substantially increased during the last decade. A bulk of the funds (i.e. 84.4%) came from the government or internal sources, and the remaining amount from foreign assistance in the form of grants (14.1%) and soft loans (1.5%). Similar positive trends were found in allocation of budget for management of agrobiodiversity and climate change adaptation and management.
1.4 Sources and Trends of Funding for Biodiversity Management in Key Sectors

The Nepal Biodiversity Strategy (2002) envisioned establishing a trust fund for biodiversity as a long-term funding mechanism involving a number of bilateral, multilateral, private sector and the government agencies. The fund, which was designed to enable government agencies, NGOs and other institutions, through financial and technical support, to undertake appropriate activities regarding biodiversity, could not come into existence for several reasons. Despite this dysfunction, funding for biodiversity related programs has increased continuously and substantially over the last decade.

An analysis of the program budget allocated for the Ministry of Forests and Soil Conservation shows that it continuously and substantially increased during the last decade. Bulk of the funds (i.e. 84.4%) came from the government or internal source, and remaining from foreign assistance in the form of grant (14.1%) and soft loan (1.5%) (Figure 7).

In addition, a number of other sources also contributed financially to biodiversity conservation programs. Entry fees collected by the National Trust for Nature Conservation (NTNC) has remained one of the main sources of funding for implementing biodiversity management programs in the Annapurna Conservation Area. In-kind cooperation by local communities and technical assistance from the international community were some other sources.

[image: image13.png]Figure 7: Trends and sources of funding for management of forestry programs
Data Source: MOF 2014: Red Book (2003-2014)
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Similar positive trends were found in budget allocation for one of the main agencies involved in the management of agrobiodiversity (i.e. NARC, Department of Livestock and Department of Agriculture). Such government funding has been utilized for the development of the Gene Bank, documentation of biodiversity and strengthening of the institutions working in the biodiversity sector (Figure 8).
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During the last five years, the annual expenditure in climate change related programs and activities constituted around 1.3 percent to 2.1 percent of the total Gross Domestic Product (GDP), and 5.7 percent to 7.2 percent of total government expenditure. These figures indicate that the share of climate change related budget allocations and expenditure as percentage of GDP and government expenditure are both increasing over the period (Figure 9). More than half (55%) of the total government climate change expenditure is estimated to come from external sources (Nepal, 2012).

A climate change budget code has been introduced in the national budget starting this fiscal year (i.e. 2012/2013). The government has reportedly allocated 10.34 percent (5.8 % direct and 4.6% indirect) of its budget for 2013-2014 to climate funding. There are also many other funding through bilateral, multi-lateral, NGOs and INGOs sources, which in most cases remain out of the government monitoring system.

Aichi Target 20: By 2020, at the latest, the mobilization of financial resources for effectively implementing the Strategic Plan 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 resources needs assessments to be developed and reported by Parties.

The NBSAP has identified eight specific cost categories and 11 possible internal and external sources of funding for its implementation. Government funding will remain the major source of funding. Some of the specific sources include: (i) recycling of government revenues collected from biodiversity-related products and services (such as wood and non-wood forest products, tourism, trekking, mountaineering fees etc), (ii) donations by private sector, (iii) contributions by NGOs and CBOs, (iv) investment by private sector (e.g. ecotourism, micro-hydropower), (v) in-kind cooperation by local communities, (vi) technical assistance by international community, (vii) grants from bilateral and multi-lateral donor agencies, and (viii) loan from international bodies, agencies and donors.
Niue

Target 19: By 2020, at the latest, the mobilisation 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 Mobilisation, 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. 
Niue has recently secured significant international funding through two multi-country/regional projects supported by GEF-4: Forestry and Protected Area Management and GEF-PAS Regional Invasive Species Project, and an Integrated Water Resources Management Project and the other through the International Waters Program. It has completed a PIF for a “Ridge to Reef” project through GEF-5. It is also the recipient of regional and bilateral funding. 

A Resource Mobilisation Strategy is currently under development as part of the project to revise the NBSAP.

Oman 
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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.

National Target

Progress

Correspondence Aichi-
National Targets-
Working Areas (WA)

Assessment of change over time 20092013

Oman tries to play a role in international
donor activities by taking into account
issues such as responsible management
of natural resources and environmental

health considerations.

WAK.1.1

Tnsufficient or no comparable data





Pakistan 

[image: image16.png]Financial
Resources

Establish task force to
generate funding (24.3)

Action 24.3. Establish a task force to look
into possible avenues of developing
sustainable revenues to support
biodiversity.

Not established

Strengthen capacity to
develop GEF proposals
(25.4)

Action 25.4. Strengthen national capacity
to submit successful proposals to the GEF,
through training in project development
and proposal preparation (using the GEF
format).

Not done

Strengthen Pakistan’s
“voice” at CBD-COP
(25.5)

Action 25.5. Take steps to strengthen

Pakistan’s “voice” at the CBD Conferences
of Parties.

A Biodiversity Directorate
was established but lacks
capacity for coordination
and implementation of
BSAP.
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Resources

Re-align expenditures
with BAP priorities
(24.2)

Action 24.2. Re-assess existing expenditure
on biodiversity-related activities against the
priorities identified in this Biodiversity
Action Plan; re-align expenditure to address
the most urgent and important priorities as
required.

Not done
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Enhance donor interest
(25.2) and participation
(25.1;25.3)

Action 25.2. Establish a database of
agency/donor, development activities and
locations to identify areas of possible donor
interest.

Not done

Action 25.1. Create an informal working
group of aid agencies and donors on
biodiversity conservation and management
in Pakistan.

Not done

Action 25.3. Coordinate donor activities to
maximize conservation efforts and
resources. Invite donor agencies to assist
with the priority conservation activities in
regions where they already have
development programmes.

Not done





Funding

The inadequate financial resources have been a serious constraint for the implementation of the CBD strategic Plan and Aichi Biodiversity Targets. At the national level, financial allocation for conservation of biodiversity and other natural resources is the lowest priority. Bilateral and multilateral financial assistance, especially from GEF have played a major role in the modest progress towards achieving global biodiversity targets.
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Palau 

Papua New Guinea 

Philippines 

2.3.2 Economic and Fiscal Incentives

Balancing biodiversity conservation with the needs of local communities for subsistence and livelihood is key for effective and sustainable national resource management. Philippine policies and programs allow for opportunities to provide local communities with sustainable sources of funds for PA management and support for biodiversity-friendly livelihood activities. Because of these, communities are incentivized to protect biodiversity in their areas to maintain the ecosystem services that they provide.
Reducing PA Funding Gap through Business Planning and Innovative Financing Mechanisms

Development of biodiversity-friendly business plans and new livelihood activities at the community level have been prioritized in PAs and KBAs. Under the GEF-UNDP Partnerships for Biodiversity Project, biodiversity-friendly businesses were documented in two demonstration sites in Mt. Siburan in Occidental Mindoro and Mt. Hamiguitan in Davao Oriental. Under the Sustainable Financing of Protected Areas Project of the World Bank-DENR National Program Support for Environment and Natural Resource Management Program (NPS-ENRMP), 18PA Business Plans were developed to help generate revenues, which include options to implement Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES) schemes necessary to sustain PA management. A total of PhP 2.6 billion was estimated as investment requirement for 18 PA Business Plans of which only PhP 553.6 million is expected to be generated. Table 13 shows several financing mechanisms designed and pilot-tested in specific PAs.

Under the ICRMP, 55 enterprises (e.g. Reef Discovery, River/Mangrove Expedition, Forest Adventure, Culinaryservices, Nature Village, Arts & Crafts, Island/Forest Spa) were developed in 22 sites and 1,118 self-reliant group members (34% women) trained in entrepreneurial skills

Target 20. Resource mobilization

Resources can be mobilized from various sources, among them national and local governments, overseas development assistance, CSOs, private sector and other development partners. The NIPAS Act provided for the establishment of an Integrated Protected Areas Fund (IPAF) where revenues generated from PAs are deposited and utilized for the protection, maintenance, administration and management of the PAs. As of 2014, only 149 PAs (62%) of the 240 PAs have established their PA funds and only 30 PAs (20%) of these 149 PAs have accessed their funds. Entrance fees and facilities user fees are often the most collected fees, with only 44 (18%) of the 240 PAs charging entrance fees and 31 (13%) PAs imposing facilities user fees. 172

The Wildlife Management Fund established pursuant to Section 29 of RA 9147 became operational in 2011 by virtue of Republic Act 10147 (General Appropriations Act for FY 2011) and upon designation of a Special Account for the Fund in the National Treasury (coded as Fund 151) by the Department of Budget and Management. The DENR can utilize a maximum limit of PhP5.50M from the Wildlife Management Fund annually for enforcement, monitoring and enhancement of capabilities of relevant agencies, among other allowable activities.

Annex 4 and 4a show a list of biodiversity-related P/P/As funded by multilateral, bilateral, CSOs and the private sector. Other funds for biodiversityrelated work such as research, advocacy, capacity building and community enterprise can be sourced from the FPE, PTFCF, Foundation for a Sustainable Society Inc., Peace and Equity Foundation and the UNDP-GEF Small Grants Program, among others.

Qatar 

Samoa 

Theme 8: Financial Resources and Mechanisms

This is the least implemented of all 8 theme areas. The lack of activities to implement the main goal of securing long term financial sustainability is perhaps indicative of the high level of donor dependence in biodiversity conservation, the dominance of project-based modality in donor funding, and the lack of local budget appropriation for conservation activities. It’s been noted elsewhere in this report that a key indicator of effective mainstreaming is the increasing percentage of local funding committed to biodiversity conservation. Using this indicator, biodiversity conservation is far from effectively being mainstreamed.

An important objective under this theme is Economic Valuation wherein implementation is low. There are however strong links with ecotourism and nature-based tourism. Activities under these names are widely occurring and could be documented and studied to better understand the economic values users and resource owners place on biodiversity. For instance, there is the common practise of charging user fees for activities such as snorkelling at Palolo Deep, or for taking use of village inshore areas for diving, swimming, snorkelling, and entrance fees into reserves and parks, etc.. This should contribute to data for analysing and measuring willingness-to-pay for environmental services, and to a more comprehensive economic valuation study. A pilot study of payment of ecosystem services (PES) with a focus on the role of forests for carbon sequestration, water resources management, soil retention and as habitats for birds of global and national significance needs to be explored.

There are objectives such as capacity building, public awareness and education that are clearly on-going and long term that perhaps should attract a programme approach from interested donors. Similarly a longer term approach to funding training and support for local entrepreneurs in nature-based income generating activities including ecotourism, bee-keeping, etc is worthy of donor consideration.

The lack of local funding for biodiversity conservation is a concern from the viewpoint of gauging the extent of mainstreaming and integration. On the other hand, available funding e.g. from GEF SGP for community based projects, are under-utilized. Similarly GEF resources are available. There are issues with the effectiveness and efficiency of processes and procedures for accessing these resources which was raised by the GEF Evaluation of the Samoa portfolio (2008) and more recently echoed in the similar evaluation of the Vanuatu and SPREP portfolio (2013/14).
Q.12.4. Sustainability of GEF funded activities

Samoa’s experience with CBD implementation has largely been made possible with funding support from the GEF. A number of regionally (SPREP) implemented GEF funded projects with nationally implemented activities in Samoa (e.g. South Pacific Biodiversity Conservation Project (1991 – 2001) and the International Waters Project (years) established important community managed conservation sites that are part of Samoa’s protected area network. The two sites have also played catalytic roles in promoting the wider replication of community managed approaches to biodiversity conservation and resource management initiatives. The two areas, however, have been seriously jeopardized due to inadequate financial follow up support since the end of GEF funding.

The issue of sustaining conservation activities and the benefits from GEF funded initiatives is a complex one with funding availability one of several necessary and sufficient conditions. In Samoa’s experience, funding seems to be the most critical of these conditions with other necessary conditions tending to fall into place when funding is available. Most often, the Government is relied on to provide follow-up funding, but even a supportive Government is sometimes forced to reallocate resources to other more urgent priorities as one can expect in the aftermath of Cyclone Evans, accordingly. Often, commitments made to environmental activities lose out.

The lesson is that sustainability of GEF funded project outcomes is extremely difficult without

continued outside funding support.
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3.8 THEME 8: FINANCIAL RESOURCES & MECHANISMS

Strategy Goal:

To secure long-term financial sustainabiliy of all Conservation and Biodiversity related programmes by way of access to funding mechanisms from

local and international sources.

Objective 1: Financial Plans
To develop long term Financial
Plans for undertaking Conservation
Programs.

Monitoring Goal: Long term
financial plan for financing
biodiversity work developed.

1.1 Develop a long-term fAinancial plan for
undertaking conservation
programmes in Samoa.

12 Establish a programme for increasing
financial assistance for conservation
work through Foundations and other aid
donors.

1.3 Coordinate an annual or biannual
donors meeting to present biodiversity
priorities for funding

Objective 2: Conservation Trust
Fund
To establish a Conservation Trust

2.1 1dentify funding sources for the
establishment of a Conservation Trust
Fund to provide long term financial

Limited relevance to the prescribed activity but the Aleipata
& Safata Trust Fund was reviewed with lessons learned
documented that will benefit future similar endeavours.





[image: image22.png]Fund for the implementation of the
NBSAP and relevant Biodiversity
Work.

Sustainability for the implementation of
NBSAP and relevant biodiversity related
work.

2.2 Establish a Conservation Trust Fund
and provide guidelines and set criteria
forits use.

2.3 Explore the feasibillty of establishing.
conservation taxes and charging for
‘permits for the use of Samoa's biodiversity.

2.4 Develop guidelines for establishing

community-based conservation trust funds.

Objective 3: Economic Valuation
To undertake an Economic
Valuation of Samoa's Biodiversity.

Monitoring Goal: Report on the
economic values of Samoa's.
biodiversity.

3.1 Conduct a study on the introduction of
user fees for national parks and

reserves, to supplement government
funding for work in these reserved areas.

32 Institute environmental economic,
valuation methodologies for assessing the
full economic value of biodiversity.

33 All user fees, taxes, ines and other
revenues determined in the economic
valuation should be deposited in the
Conservation Trust Fund.

34 Integrate biodiversity valuation as an
integral part of land use and coastal use

V" MAFs land-crop capability matching maps (2010) facilitates
agricultural valuation of lands with potential for agriculture.
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Objective 4 Information Systems
To establish Information Systems of
all Potential Donor Assistance.

Monitoring Goal: Number of
donors on the national biodiversity
database.

4.1 Establish and regularly update a
database of al potential donor assistance
programs.

4.2 Develop a mechanism to determine
different funding sources channeled to
NGO's for implementation of Biodiversity
related programs.

43 Maintain and strengthen existing
networks with donor agencies

Objective 5: Income Generating.

To identify and promote
sustainable Income Generating,
Activities for the community.

Monitoring Goal: Number of
income generating started in

conjunction with conservation
‘and sustainable use initiatives.

5.1 1dentify and develop appropriate
programs to promote sustainable income
generating activities at the community
level.

“Aquaculture - MAF Division

GEF funded South Pacific Biodiversity Conservation Project
(SPBCP) and International Waters Program actively promoted
sustainable income generating activities in participating local
communities including initiating the mangrove based
ecotourism activities at the Saanapu-Sataoa Mangrove
Conservation Project, and forest bird watching activities and
hiking activities in the Uafato Forest Conservation Project.

5.2 Establish a network with public and
private sectors including donor agencies
to support Income Generating Activities.

5.3 Conduct feasibility studies for newly
proposed Income Generating Activities.

5.4 Establish and update a database to
record all Income Generating Activities
implemented locally.




 [image: image24.png]Objective 6: Partnership
To strengthen the Partnership with
the Private Sector, NGOs, and

Local Communities.

Monitoring Goal: Number of
partnerships for conservation
‘between private sector,
Government, NGOs and Local
Communities.

6.1 Develop and implement programmes to
strengthen the partnership with the
private sector, NGO's and local community
in implementing Biodiversity related
programmes.

VMETI Inc Is subcontracted to implement part of the SATFP.
utilizing it strong links and extensive networks with farmers
groups and local communities as well as in-house capacity

and expertise.

NGOs are engaged to the implementation of agroforestry
‘component of ICCRIFS.

6.2 Establish a special award for an
environmentally-friendly company to be
integrated in the Exporter of the Year
Award programme.

6.3 Establish an award programme for
environmentally-friendly community
development.

Objective 7 Accounting System
To establish an Accounting System
for recording revenues and
expenditures for Biodiversity
related activities.

Monitoring Goal: Number of
‘agencies and projects with
‘accounting systems to record
revenues and expenditures for
biodiversity related activities.

7.1 Set up a network with relevant
Biodiversity agencies for recording
from and expenditure on biodiversity-
related activities.

7.2 Produce regular progress reports
(including financial statements) for each
biodiversity project.

VQuarterly progress reports are provided by ICCRIFS since
2011

First Biosafety National Report to CED

Second Biosafety National Report to CBD.

7.3 Establish mechanisms for the
establishment of national green accounting.
Samoa.
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To strengthen the local capacity in
the coordination and.
implementation of Biodiversity and
Conservation Projects.

8.1 1dentify existing capacity development
needs in addressing biodiversity and
conservation related programs.

 Comprehensive assessment of capacity needs is identified in
the National Capacity Self-Assessment Project, a GEF funded
initiative that covers capacity needs for the implementation of
all GEF supported conventions including CED.

8.2 Secure Ainancial assistance to develop
and implement capacity development
programs.

8.3 Develop capacity bullding programs to
improve financial management

planning and implementation of
biodiversity conservation projects.

Objective 9: Public Awareness
To raise public awareness of
existing and potential financial

0.1 Publish and disserminate as widely as.
possible information on funding
‘mechanisms.
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Table 7 shows an increasing trend in local funding for the Ministry (MNRE) but a widely
fluctuating pattern of funding for the Division of Environment and Conservation (DEC), Forestry

5 The Pacific Fisheries Forum Agency (FFA) and the Secretaist for the Pacific Commission (SPC)

Division (FD) and the Water Resources Division (WRD). For DEC and FD, significant reductions
inlocal funding of 28% and 55% respectively can be derived between 2008 and 2013. Itis most
likely that this reduction coincide with a corresponding increase in external project funding
support for specific projects, but this cannot be confirmed for this report. Existing allocations
are for staff salaries and operating costs.

In terms of mainstreaming of biodiversity conservation, the importance and priority assigned to
environmental sustainability in the SDS is not matched by the low and declining level of local
budget support indicated by the allocations of the recent past.




Q.7.6 Funding for Biodiversity Conservation

Available information on external and local funding for biodiversity during this reporting period is incomplete, and in different currencies which makes analysis difficult. Some projects are not directly for the biodiversity focal area however they contribute indirectly to the maintenance of ecosystems services such as forest replanting schemes and agroforestry projects in the GEF climate change focal area.

There are currently nine (9) on-going donor funded projects addressing directly and indirectly various Aichi Targets. The full list of completed, on-going and pipeline projects are given in Annex IV.
Solomon Islands 

Priority 3: Sustainable Finance

Target 3

By 2020, the Solomon Islands, has developed and adopted a sustainable finance plan to mobilizes resources and to effectively implement the national biodiversity strategic action plans, to complement or build on the NDS and other related environmental policy and at least identified, developed and adopted strategies to generate revenues from two revenue sources
This target builds on the NBSAP (2009) theme 6 on financial resources alongside two proposals- the proposal on sustainable finance and Payment of ecosystem services (PES). A sustainable finance policy tool was produced by ECD in 2012. The provision is provided by the Environment Act, Fisheries Act, and the Protected Area act. Given these mandate, the sustainable finance is developed in congruent to Aichi target 20. Target 3 – re-enforces the provisions for payment of ecosystem services (PES) (Aichi target 3). Arguably, the conventional mechanisms such as the GEF, UNDP, Government, NGOs and Private Company will continue to provide the sustainable finance mechanism for implementing NBSAP39. The target provided a provision for development of the resource mobilisation plan and a draft resource mobilisation plan 2014-2018 is now under development and aims to improve coordination between current and pending projects to pave way towards the establishment of an environmental trust fund via a strategic sustainable finance strategy as the first step.

2.5.2 Resources Mobilization plan (2014-2018)

The plan assumed that the current Ministerial staff, NGOs and CBOs is sufficient to implement NBSAP. As such the need to scale up operational cost to scale up duties proportionally is viewed crucial. Since the development budget is progressively acute towards the Ministry of Rural Development (MRD), the influencing of those MRD staff is anticipated to be able to factored environment concerns into their respective plans.

2.5.3 Projects

Projects in cooperated into the NBSAP;

A. Support to GEF Eligible Parties (LDCs & SIDs) for the Revision of the NBSAPs and Development of Fifth National Report to the CBD - Phase 1 (2012-2014)(review of NBSAP and the fifth National Report)

B. MACBIO (2013-2018) (Strengthening of the sustainable management of marine and coastal biodiversity by economic ecosystem assessments, marine spatial planning and consultations in regard to protected areas in the Republic of Fiji, the Republic of Kiribati, the Solomon Islands, the Kingdom of Tonga and the Republic of Vanuatu)

C. MESCAL (2010-2014) (Improving people’s livelihoods while facilitating mangroves management to enhance natural infrastructure, insulating coastal communities from the adverse effect of climate change)

D. J Prism (2010-2015) (Human and institutional capacity building on sustainable Solid Waste Management - implementation of the Pacific Regional Solid Waste Management Strategy)

E. Coral Triangle Initiative (to 2015) (management of coastal resources by addressing food security, climate change and coastal biodiversity)

F. UN-REDD Programme (Mobilizing technical expertise of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) to assist Solomon Islands to establish the necessary institutional and individual capacities to develop full REDD+ readiness)

G. Enhancing the Resilience of Communities in Solomon Islands to the Adverse Effects of Climate Change in Agriculture and Food Security Project (2011- 2014)(Providing training in vulnerability, adaptation, disaster risk reduction with special focuses on assisting rural communities in efforts to enhance the resilience of farming, food production and water catchment management).

H. SOI AF PIMS4451 Resilience of communities to CCA (2011-2015)(promoting and piloting community adaptation activities in enhancing food security and livelihood resilience in pilot communities in at least three selected regions, strengthening institutions and adjusted national and sub-national policies related to governing agriculture in the context of a range of climate change future, and fostering the generation and spread of relevant knowledge for assisting decision-making at the community and policy-formulation level).

I. Pacific Adaptation to Climate Change Project (Supporting the Solomon Islands communities in remote outer islands to enhance resilience of food security including support for water catchment and storage).

J. Pacific Integrated Water Resources Management Project (Scaling up of lessons emerging from the application of IWRM with a particular focus on rural areas).

K. Building Capacity for Sustainable Management of East Rennell World Heritage Site (Building the capacity of East Rennell communities, particularly the East Rennell World Heritage Trust Board (ERWHTB), to sustainably manage their forests and other natural resources, and to improve rural livelihoods by focussing on education, training, and implementation of actions in support of the East Rennell World Heritage Site (ERWHS) Management Plan).

L. Commercialisation of Seaweed Production, Solomon Islands (CoSPSI) (Sustaining of seaweed production in rural areas of Solomon Islands by providing materials, training and extension services)

M. SIMROS: (Consolidating MFMR’s strategy and reviewing of the Fisheries Act). N. Turtle Conservation and ecotourism (2012-2016) (promoting conservation through ecotourism)

Proposed projects

O. Integrated Forest Management in the Solomon Islands (2014-2018) (Assist the Government of the Solomon Islands to implement integrated management of protected and productive forest landscapes for sustainable community development and multiple environmental benefits)

P. Pacific Islands Ridge-to-Reef National Priorities – Integrated Water, Land, Forest and Coastal Management to Preserve Biodiversity, Ecosystem Services, Store Carbon, Improve Climate Resilience and Sustain Livelihoods (Maintaining and enhancing Pacific Island countries’ (PICs) ecosystem goods and services (provisioning, regulating, supporting and cultural) through integrated approaches to land, water, forest, biodiversity and coastal resource management that contribute to poverty reduction, sustainable livelihoods and climate resilience)

Q. Mainstreaming Global Environmental Commitments for Effective National Environmental Management

R. Ratification and Implementation of the Nagoya Protocol in the Countries of the Pacific Region
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Sri Lanka 

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 resources needs assessments to be developed and reported by Parties.

Limited capacity, both financial and human, is a major obstacle for most countries to the implementation of the Convention. The capacity which currently exists in countries needs to be safeguarded and increased from current levels, in line with the process laid out in the Strategy for Resource Mobilization, in order to enable countries to meet the challenges of implementing the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020. The fulfillment of this target will have implications on the feasibility of achieving the other 19 targets contained in the Strategic Plan.

Although the government funding in Sri Lanka for biodiversity conservation per se has not significantly improved, funding for some specific sectors related to biodiversity conservation has been improved. Increased funding for forest restoration activities and home garden improvements through Dvineguma Program are some of the key indicators in this regard. Recent decision of the government to pay special allowances for the researchers working in government institutions who are involved with applied research programs will also likely to produce new inventions in biodiversity sector as well.
Syrian Arab Republic 

6- Strengthening capabilities to providing with financial resources for PAs and activating them for Biodiversity conservation.

There is a lack in technical and institutional capacities for most of national concerned parties in CBD especially financial recourses. One of main reasons, might be the weakness of activating the national strategy and weakness in financing, the following are the main national trend and topic to raise institutional capacities:

* Determine of international financing tools and opportunities, especially national ones for Biodiversity conservation and sustainable use.

* Develop partnership system between public and private sectors regarding financial resources.

* Conduct a training program on financial resources activation.

* Update and promote national strategy to activate such financial resources for Biodiversity.

* Develop multi resources small grants system.
Tajikistan 

Forecast of Dynamics of Changes Provided the Increase of Amount of Investments into Biodiversity and Ecosystems (on the basis of scientific uncertainty) 
Thank to political and socio-economic stability in Tajikistan over the past years there are significant financial resources are being invested by the Government and international donors into development of economics, ecology and reclaimation of natural resources. Participation of donors’ support and credits can be observed in almost all sectors. In such conditions, under increase of financial investments without consideration of environmental capacity of the territory and the volume of biodiversity, around 70% of the area of Tajikistan which was affected by serious economic impact and which has preserved undisturbed ecosystems can become affected by strong environmental loads.
Around 20% of the country’s territory already experiences serious impact. So far, ecosystems located on these territories have preserved capacity which is necessary for compensation of man-induced impact. 

Around 10% of the area of Tajikistan which is a habitat for 2/3 of the country’s population is characterized by high degree of man-induced disturbance of natural ecosystems. 

Due to increased economic activities over the past years, transformation of natural ecosystems has the tendency to expand, erosion and land degradation processes intensify. Despite relatively well-being of ecosystems some communities experience significant anthropogenic loads which can seriously damage natural ecosystems in the soonest time. 

From the state budget in the frames of national programs and strategies resources are being allocated for implementation of focus projects on preservation of biodiversity, significant resources are being provided by international environmental organisations.
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Block 1. This diagram shows the forecast of the dynamics of changes of GDP of Tajikistan and the input of biodiversity into the country’s GDP. Presented data presents that from 2011 to 2020 in percentage ratio Tajikistan’s GDP will increase from 6.5% to 10%, i.e. it will increase by more than 3.5% over 10 years. 

The share of biodiversity in the country’s GDP over this period will increase from 67.1% to 73.1%, i.e. it will increase by 6% over 10 years. 

According to the forecast, for this period the population of Tajikistan will increase from 7.7 million to 9.3 million, i.e. it will increase by more than 1.8 million people or 360 thousan families over 10 years. 

Considering socio-economic conditions of the country, population is seriously dependent on biodiversity, especially those 73.6% of the population which lives in villages and mountainous areas. 

For this period (from 2011 to 2020) there is observed increase of the dynamics of the country’s GDP per capita. According to the forecast, for this period country’s GDP per capita will increase from USD 745 to USD 1661.1, i.e. it will increase by USD 916.1. In its turn, the share of biodiversity in the country’s GDP per capita over this period will increase from USD 449.9 to USD 1214.3, i.e. it will increase by USD 764.4. 

The forecast indicates that in order to stabilize the proportional ratio of biodiversity in the country’s GDP composition it is necessary to annually develop and introduce political, legislative, educational, awareness, institutional, and practical measures on improvement of biodiversity management for more than 4.2% of the country’s total GDP or USD 0.3 billion. 

According to 10-year forecasts in order to stabilize the ratio of biodiverosty in the country’s GDP it is necessary to implement activities for 42% or USD 2.3 billion. 
Financing of Environmental Conservation throught State Budget and Other Sources 
For sustainable development of biodiversity (forests, SPNAs, preparation of human resources, academic work and other) there are yearly at average spent more than 19.66 million TJS from the sources of state and local budgets, environmental conservations funds, funds of international organisations and private sources: 

 From state budget –8.4 million TJS; 

 Environmental conservation funds, special funds of the CEP – more than 10.4 million TJS; and 

 Private sources (individuals and farming households) – more than 0.86 million TJS. 

At the expense of international organisations (direct and indirect projects) implementation of grant projects has been launched for the total amount of 49 million USD. In 2011 for environment-oriented projects it was spent around 19 million USD, in 2012 –30 million USD. 

Under donors’ support there are implemented significant volumes of financing for sustainable development of biodiversti (forests, SPNAs, preparation of human resources, academic work and other). 

With the aim of strengthening the capacity on the issues of adaptation to climate change international organisations have allocated 50 milllion USD from the Adaptation Fund. In 2011 implementation of 5 pilot projects for the total amount of 19 million USD was launched which will promote (direct and indirect) adaptations of biodiversity to climate change. 

Besides that, at the expense of the project on development of agriculture in Forestry Management Office of Gissar rayon there were cultivated 2 ha of forest which required 11 thousand USD. 

Implementation of international projects for the total amount of 30 million USD was launched in 2012, including the project of the Wrold Bank on sustainable land use with the budget of 16 million USD. 

Bilateral agreement was signed between the Governments of Tajikistan and Germany on implementation of 2 projects on sustainable forestry management for the amount of 10.8 million USD. 

1. “Adaptation to Climate Change through Sustainable Forestry Management in Humid Spillway Basins” – 2.8 million USD. 

2. “Adaptation to Climate Change through Sustainable and Multifunctional Forest Regeneration” – 8.0 million USD. 

There is also FAO project on forest regeneration with the budget of 3.2 million USD.
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Target 20. By 2020, at the latest, mobilization of financial resources for effective implementation of the Strategic Plan in the sphere of preservation and sustainable use of biodiversity for 2011-2020 must be significantly expanded in comparison to the current rates, from all the sources and in accordance with generalized and agreed process in the frames of the Strategy on mobilization of resources. 
20.1. To safeguard budgetary funding of the activities on preservation of biodiversity and to include target funding of specific activities aimed at preservation of environment-forming ecosystems (forests, gardens, savannahs, steppes, aquatic, etc.) into the National Strategy and Action Plan on Preservation of Biodiversity; and 

20.3. To develop and attract international technical, consultative and financial assistance for the implementation of projects on preservation and sustainable use of biological diversity.
Thailand 

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.

Thailand has not fully initiate resources mobilization for effectively implementing the Strategic Plan, most of organizations implementing the NBSAPs still using the official national budget for implementation, however, there is increasing trend in financial support for researchers, communities, and NGOs regarding the conservation and restoration of biodiversity. Biodiversity Researches has a good chance to receive more financial support , since the Strategies on Biodiversity Researches 2013-2016, developed by National Research Council of Thailand, had provide strategies focusing on:

Researches on restoration, conservation and protection of biodiversity

Researches on the support of the utilization and value added to biodiversity

Researches on Behavioral Change of communities and all related organizations regarding biodiversity

Researches on Capacity Building for implementation regarding biodiversity at regional and global level

In 2014, 145 projects (3.25% of overall projects) have been supported , for the budget of 91 million baht, (2.00% of overall budget)

Beside the government budget, Global Environment Facility (GEF) is the important financial mechanism for supporting the CBD implementation, in particular for Aichi Target 11. In the latest GEF replenishment, Thailand has received more financial support for biodiversity projects than in the previous replenishment. Most of the projects that received financial support Falls in Biodiversity Strategic Area 1 (Establishment and enhancing protected areas networks, and conserving species in protected areas) , for example, the Catalyzing Sustainability of Thailand’s Protected Area System (CATSPA) was developed by the Department of National Parks, Plants and Wildlife Conservation (DNP), has received 100 million Baht, and effectively support the works in national parks throughout the country.

GEF small grant programme (GEF SGP), in biodiversity area, have supported:

- Small Community Project Support Plan, which support communities in developing countries in addressing environmental problems, including biodiversity. In Thailand, the support plan has started since 1994, and supported more than 300 projects throughtout the country

- In biodiversity areas, the support plan has supported conservation, sustainable use and restoration projects, such as “Mangrove for the future” Project at Pu Dum Community, the sea otter conservation project at Ban Bang La, “From Mountain to Coral Reefs” Project, “Biodiversity Resources Management Project’ by Koh Mak community, “Orchids and Endemic Plants Conservation Project” at Koh Phra Thong, and “Towards the sustainability of community forest ecosystems” at Lahok Krasang, Buri Ram Province.
Timor-Leste
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Tonga 
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Financial Resources and Mechanisms
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To ensure the through and comprehensive assessment of technical,
managerial and administrative capacity for implementing biodiversity
conservation within Tonga's line ministries and all conservation
organisations.

Intended Outcomes

Indicators Means of Assumptions
measurement

Gaps in Tonga's
technical, scientific,
technological

NCSA report is complied. | MLECCNR reports and | Accessibility to DOE
No. of capacity building database. MLECCNR | database is feasible
measures identified in workshop reports for most




 
[image: image32.png]Tanageraand SR ana NBaP Qe organzations.
adminiratie capacty | implemented sssesmentof

are dantied and 3 i proposals

for filingthem s

implemented

mplementers EE=n

7 v Toal xpertos o tach e manageral 3nd SIS PRy
formplementing biodiversi conservation within Tonga's lne miisties and
al consenvation organisacins. The releant sakeholders specially MAFFE
members have attended n NBS4P workshops and ranig consitentl, the
cther organistions are not atending due to not being nformed. Other
inisies should be informed to_paricpate in workshops and training
bacause they would be abieto sharethe mportance of consenation ntheir
organisaton

ntended outcomes | mdcators Meanzor “ssumptons
=== o o mestngs, workshops | MLECONR repors | Accessiy 1o D0
organistons groups | neld. o oforganisatns | and databsse. [re———
andindvidussre | stending Quaity of unding formast

informed onpossvle | proposals rceived haLzconR workshop | organisacions.
sources of consavation repors quaative

fundingand o funders sssesmentof

requrements proposats

mplementers| EE=n

iorkzhops have basn held wih 3 mumber of orgavEstan: Sendng nd
had iformed al th reevant orgaisain of patential funding sources for
biodiversity consenvation and donars funding. The foca point for donor
funding s the MLECENR, thersfor individual projects under biodversty
Conseration have worked ntesm with other eleant organisations sch 52
Govemment and Non-Govermment organisations. Consequently, thse funds
el to implment NBSAP scthtiessuch = th Malau snd Invasive Speces
projectand others.

i the NGO, it doss not appes that they experience much Gy with
accesin funds for their biodversiy programs. The Ciil Soiey has been
operating heirprogramme through GeFsmal Grans Funding




 [image: image33.png]ncresing nambers | ncresingno. o forsgn | GE reports There s o poal
partneships between | organisation civein barrztothe
localconseration | blediversty conseraion | Donor eports paricpatin of any
organiationsand | workin Tonga.Incrsssing forignorganzations.
outsde organisatons | no.of mut-donor fundad inbiodversy

projectsmplementedin conseratonin

ronga onga
mpementers “LEconR; Al government

C ave worked very dosey With Government and Now-Govemment
organisationsinclude the MAFFF, Ci Society and Tonga Trust Communiy,
Finance Department and inernational organisation such 35 UNEP, GEF,
SPREP and UNDP in regards to mplementation o NESA? acthits and the
review of NBS4P for the development of 5” Natonal Report With ther
<upports and assistance, this 5 Nationsl Report hasbesn complted





8. Financial Resources and Mechanisms 
Financial Resources and Mechanism has 30% in Yellow and 20% in Green status. Financial Resources achieved in Green status because more contributed from overseas organisations towards biodiversity conservation programme in Government and non-Government. For instance, more contributions from Civil Society and NGOs, with their overseas funds led to increasing their memberships and setting up biodiversity conservation programs for community participation around Tonga. Nevertheless, there is lack of Government funding towards biodiversity conservation. In fact, there is hope that Government contribution to biodiversity conservation programme will be improved in the future.
	A Fisheries Development and Export Fund (FDEF) was established in 2014 with starting capital of TOP300,000. The objective of this fund is to improve the cooperation between fishermen, vessel owner and exporters (Fisheries Business) so that all parties can work more effectively together to generate increased exports, income and employment in the fisheries sector; 

 Climate Change Trust Fund 

 All stakeholders are informed on possible funds available for conservation work through government organisations websites, coordinating committees (comprising of CEOs and representatives of NGOs and private sector), NGOs, Civil Society (focal point for small grants), Chamber of Commerce, and so forth. 

 Project funding for conservation work have increased over the years, through GEF Small Grants to communities to local and bi-lateral funding. 




Turkey 

Turkmenistan 

Tuvalu 

Uzbekistan 

Financial mechanisms

The funding of measures connected with biodiversity conservation and its sustainable use are carried out through:

· Targeted funding from the republican and local budgets, as well as from the funds of ministries, agencies and enterprises (nature users);

· Financial support (full support or with the state contribution) as direct investments of foreign governmental and non-governmental organizations, international foundations (including GEF, FAO, ADB and others) on tender or grant basis;

· Full or shared sponsorship from regional funds for nature protection or Republican Fund for Nature protection under the State Committee for Nature Protection;

· Funding through public foundations (e.g., the public fund for support of NGOs and other institutes of civil society under Oliy Majlis of the Republic of Uzbekistan).
· 10.

· By 2025, the activities on conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity and maintenance ecosystem services are financed from state, private and international financial resources.

· 10.1. By 2020, efforts are made to mobilise financial resources from various sources, including state budget, special funds, private sector, land users and international investments;

· 10.2. By 2025, financial investments to support biodiversity conservation and maintenance / restoration of ecosystem services are significantly increased in comparison with 2015.
Vanuatu 

Vietnam 

1.3.4. Limited resources for biodiversity conservation

The quantity and quality of human resources for biodiversity conservation remains limited. Punishments for violations are not strong enough, which is partly the reason for the increase in the number of violations in the field of wildlife trade and trafficking. Despite a slight increase in the State budget for biodiversity conservation, the effectiveness of investment is low due to approaches to use of the budget. Most of the funding from non-governmental organizations depends upon the short-term funding and projects. Therefore, it is difficult to implement long-term commitments in biodiversity conservation.

Although there have been some useful baseline surveys of ecological resources and biodiversity, these surveys currently remain unsystematic. There is no comprehensive monitoring system for tracking changes in biodiversity. In addition, there is no national biodiversity database. Formal mechanisms for information sharing are limited.

Although a number of protected areas have been established and many have operated for a long period of time, most of them are small, isolated and separated, which makes it difficult for unified conservation and linked management. Many important natural ecosystems have not been given proper attention. Wetland ecosystems are partially conserved through inland water protected areas, however these sites are failing to meet the urgent demands for wetland conservation.

There are shortcomings in biodiversity policies and challenges due to an overlap in responsibilities and regulations between key agencies, compounded by a weak and fragmented approach to law enforcement.
6.2 Budget for biodiversity conservation

Since 2006 the state budget allocation for environmental protection (including biodiversity conservation) accounted for only 1% of total government budget. However, this represented only 0.4% of GDP. The national budget allocation arrives through two systems: central budget and provincial budget. In recent years, the budget allocation for biodiversity conservation programs and projects has gradually increased. For example, through support to the 5 Million Hectares Reforestation Program, activities by Vietnam Environment Protection Fund, and the Vietnam Mangrove Forest Conservation Fund. ODA has been a remarkable financial resource for biodiversity conservation, accounting for approximately 20 to 30 % of the total resources for environment protection. Between 2006 and 2010, Vietnam received approximately US$64 million for biodiversity conservation from international donors. However, from the state budget allocation almost 90% of funds identified for biodiversity conservation were utilized for infrastructure development and only 10% left for on-the-ground management and conservation.

6.3. Socialize finance for biodiversity conservation

A range of finance options have been identified for biodiversity conservation. These are outlined below:

Payment mechanisms for ecosystem services: Payment mechanisms for ecosystem services were identified and drafted in 2008, with pilot programs implemented in Lam Dong and Son La. As part of the agreements, facilities that utilize catchment water, including hydropower plants and bottle water producers, are required to pay for environmental services. Of the income generated from the payment for environment services, approximately 80-90% of the funds are paid to the provider of the ecosystem services. These include forest owners, local communities, organizations, forest management boards, and a percentage of the funds is planned to be returned to the state budget. Since September 2010, the mechanism has been widely applied and enlarged to include carbon finance and related instruments.

Carbon Finance: To-date, there are a very limited number of carbon reduction projects in the natural environment sector providing benefits to biodiversity. Of the 50 registered projects funded with support from the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM), most focus on energy efficiency. Only one relatively small CDM project works on forestry and land use (Cao Phong reforestation).

Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD+): Since 2008 Vietnam has cooperated with the World Bank, the UN-REDD and international non-governmental organizations, to build capacity to implement REDD +. This includes reducing emissions of greenhouse gases through reduced deforestation and forest degradation through payments to communities for local implementation of REDD +. Currently, SNV is implementing a pilot project to integrate REDD+ into areas with high biodiversity to promote biodiversity conservation in the implementation of REDD+ projects. REDD+ provides a very good opportunity to mobilize financial resources for biodiversity conservation.

Biodiversity off-sets: Biodiversity off-sets are not yet officially implemented in Vietnam but international demonstrates experience shows them to be good mechanism for biodiversity conservation when development activities impact on biodiversity. The legal framework and relevant policies on biodiversity off-sets are based on Article 75 of the Biodiversity Law.

- Financial contributions from the private sector: A number of businesses are willing to contribute funds to the conservation of biodiversity. In Kien Giang, a cement company has committed approximately $1 million for the conservation of limestone karst landscapes and endangered species, including the Indochinese Silvered Langur (Trachypithecus germaini) and the Sarus Crane (Grus antigone). The employees of the company have also been trained in environmental protection.

- Ecosystem and biodiversity valuation: Over recent years, there has been additional focus on applied research on methods of economic evaluation of natural ecosystems in Vietnam, which has focused on terrestrial forests, mangrove forests, coral reefs and seagrass beds. These findings indicate that ecosystems services make significant contributions to economic development, livelihoods and human life. The economic valuation of natural ecosystems and biodiversity can assist in guiding decision-makers and managers to identify conservation priorities as well as the facility to exchange knowledge and enhance decision-making on conservation goals and development objectives.
Yemen
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Improvement of financial, human, scientific, technical and technological capacity to implement the Convention 
Yemen experiences a shortage of specialists in several biodiversity related disciplines such as, taxonomy, marine biology, entomology, land-use planning and resource management. The country is also in need of experienced public relations and community development specialists. This situation is aggravated by lack or shortage of funds and resources to conduct proper training on a regular and systematic basis. 

Therefore, there is an urgent need to increase funding support to establish a systematic programme for scientific and technical training of human resources within the formal and informal education systems. Only with this investment will the country be able to meet the required qualifications and training needs in biodiversity conservation and natural resource management. 

There is still a lack of understanding of the value of biodiversity, even when it is admitted that the situation was better in the past, in terms of biomass production and in terms of number of species present. There is a lack of understanding on how over-exploitation of one species can affect the wellbeing and the productivity of the ecosystem as a whole. 

There is fragmentation and lack of coordination among environmental agencies related information exchange and management. This results in the proliferation of several incompatible Geographical information systems, which produce unreliable, inaccurate and inconsistent information for the management and monitoring natural resources. This situation is aggravated by limited funding, lack of technical capacity and trained manpower to maintain and operate established systems sustainably. There is in fact need for to establish coordination mechanism among environmental agencies to enable them collect, process and produce accurate and harmonized products for planning natural resources.

Environment and Sustainable Development Investment Programme 2003 – 2008 
The plan presents an outline strategy and priority interventions aimed at controlling and gradually reversing environmental impacts. It also aims at supporting sustainable human development for the people of Yemen. 6 main areas of interventions were identified in the plan as follows: 

• Habitat and biodiversity conservation 

• Sustainable land management 

• Sustainable water resources management 

• Sustainable waste management 

• Sustainable climate change and energy management 

• Institutional development / capacity building 

Within each programme area, the plan proposes priority actions and budget for each action. The total proposed investment budget is estimated to be US $ 30.2 million.
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