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Foreword

One fifth of humanity lives on less than
one dollar a day. How can the world
reduce poverty, while safeguarding the
biodiversity that sustains livelihoods
and economic systems?

More than 30 years after the Stockholm
conference on the human environment
(1972), almost 15 years after the Rio
Earth Summit (1992) and four years
after the World Summit on Sustainable
Development (2002), a considerable
amount of knowledge about the
relationship between mankind and its
natural environment has been
accumulated.

Thousands of successes and failures in
reducing poverty and conserving
biodiversity have been documented.
Governments, civil society and the
private sector have recognised the
importance of biodiversity for human
well-being, and have formally
committed to conserve it as a pillar of
sustainable development and the
foundation of economic systems.

What is the status of
biodiversity today?

There are some positive trends:
protected areas now cover 11% of the
world’s land area, which is more than
ever before. While we must recognise
that some of these are under threat or
exist on paper only, they express the
commitment of governments to
biodiversity conservation. 

Another positive sign is the rising
populations of a few emblematic
species such as whales, elephants and
pandas. Finally, there is also evidence
that, while natural forests continue to
decline, the replanting of trees is
increasing.

The challenge is that the Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment (MA) and the
IUCN Red List of Threatened Species
leave little room for ambiguity:
biodiversity is under severe and
intensifying stress. An appropriate and
unprecedented effort is needed to
reverse that trend.

Biodiversity and
development: 

an ever-challenged
partnership
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Is development without
biodiversity conservation
an option?

It is therefore worrying that we have
started to witness increasing
scepticism towards biodiversity
conservation. But is development
without biodiversity conservation an
option? 

Evidence gathered from around the
world clearly shows it is not. A review
by the Poverty Environment Partnership
shows that in 21 of 27 evaluated cases,
conservation – the sustainable use of a
wide variety of ecosystem goods and
services – yields more net benefits than
the “development” alternative – the
conversion of natural ecosystems for a
single, particular use.

Development, and in particular rural
development, needs biodiversity and
the services it delivers to be
sustainable. Postponing biodiversity
conservation to a hypothetical brighter 
future makes that future less likely.
Biodiversity and development are so
intrinsically interrelated that it makes no
sense to suppose that progress can be
achieved separately. We can only
achieve the Millennium Development
Goals when we also take care of our
environment.

As a leading economic and political
power, a key development assistance
donor and the custodian of 21
Overseas Countries and Territories with
outstanding biodiversity, the European
Union has a responsibility — not to say
an obligation — to lead by example.
The targets are clear: the development
and environment communities have to
walk hand in hand on the narrow path
of sustainable development.

This background document, issued
with the generous support of the
French Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
provides a comprehensive analysis of
the situation. It aims to provide
conference participants with the basic
information to come up with concrete
recommendations on better ways to
support partner countries in sustainably
managing their own natural resources.

I am confident that the 2006
Biodiversity in European Development
Cooperation Conference will
significantly contribute to speeding up
progress in this direction.

Valli Moosa
President  

The World Conservation Union (IUCN)





Specific objectives

The conference will aim specially to:

• Help developing countries, and the
EU Overseas Countries and Territories
(OCTs), integrate protection of
biodiversity into their development
strategies.

• Help EU Member States and the
European Commission to integrate
biodiversity into their development
cooperation strategies and
programmes, and put in place a
monitoring and reporting mechanism
to monitor progress in the pursuit of
the 2010 and 2015 targets.

While the geographical scope of the
conference is worldwide, it has been
agreed that special emphasis will be
placed on the countries of Africa, the
Caribbean and the Pacific (ACP), with
particular emphasis on Africa, in order
to implement the commitments to
environmental issues stipulated in
Article 32 of the Cotonou Agreement.

Expected results

The expected outcome of the BEDC
Conference is a message from
participants which might include some
recommendations for the European
Commission and the EU Member
States, aimed at:

• Reinforcing political will and
commitment to better recognise the
importance of biodiversity in the
sustainable development of partner
countries, including building capacity
to this effect;

• Promoting good governance of
biodiversity, including securing the
rights and roles of local communities
and indigenous peoples in managing
ecosystems and genetic resources;

• Addressing underlying causes of
biodiversity loss, such as current
incentive frameworks both within EU
(including e.g. trade, fisheries, forestry
and agriculture policies and
strategies) and partner countries;

• Ensuring that the 10th European
Development Fund (EDF) negotiations
between ACP countries and the
European Union include incentives for
biodiversity and the sustainable use
of natural resources;

• Encouraging active participation of
civil society in decision making
processes both in partner countries
and in the European Union;

• Maximizing synergies and avoiding
overlaps through improved exchange
and networking between Member
States, the European Commission
and other relevant donors;

• Sharing and, when relevant,
harmonizing tools and indicators for
the monitoring and assessment of
trends in biodiversity and related
programmes and policies.
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The Biodiversity in European 
Development Cooperation Conference

This document is intended to serve as a background paper for the Biodiversity in
European Development Cooperation (BEDC) Conference that will take place in

September 2006. It is one of the outputs of the preparatory phase of the Conference
led by the IUCN Regional Office for Europe. As such, it aims principally 

to support fruitful discussions during the conference.

Paris, 19–21 September 2006

Objectives of 
the BEDC Conference 
and expected results

Global objectives

The aim of the BEDC Conference is to
contribute to transforming political
commitments into concrete actions by
developing recommendations for the
European Commission (EC) and
European Union (EU) Member States on
how to pro-actively address the
integration of biodiversity concerns into
development cooperation programmes
and policies.

The BEDC Conference is not therefore
an event by environmentalists for
environmentalists, but rather aspires to
bring together development cooperation
representatives and environmentalists to
jointly pave the way forward.



Why hold the Biodiversity in
European Development Cooperation
Conference in September 2006?

The year 2006 offers excellent
opportunities to translate political
commitments into action:

• The publication of the Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment (MA) findings
in 2005 provided a credible scientific
basis and conceptual framework for
drawing the links between healthy
ecosystems and the attainment of
social and economic goals. 
This report highlights the need for an
unprecedented effort to achieve, by
2010, a significant reduction of the
current rate of biodiversity loss at the
global, regional and national levels, as
a contribution to poverty alleviation.

• Several other influential reports were
released recently that stress the links
between ecosystems and
development. For example, The
Wealth of the Poor (World Resources
Institute, 2005) makes a compelling
case that environmental income can
act as fundamental stepping stone in
the economic empowerment of the
rural poor.

• 2006 is the first year of
implementation of the European
Consensus on Development.The
Consensus aims at better addressing
environmental sustainability in EU
development cooperation and at
strengthening coherence between the
European Commission and EU
Member States.

• A communication from the European
Commission on Halting the loss of
Biodiversity by 2010—and beyond
was issued on 22 May 2006.

• The Countdown 2010 (see Annex 3),
which combines efforts to achieve 
the 2010 biodiversity commitments,
has decided that development
cooperation is a priority area
for 2006.

• The 10th EDF, the main financial
instrument of European development
cooperation for the next five years, is
being negotiated in 2006. Under the
framework of the Cotonou Agreement,
about 21 billion euros are at stake for
the 77 ACP countries.

Methodology

Preparation of the BEDC Conference
was led by an ad hoc Conference
Secretariat based in the IUCN Regional
Office for Europe. In addition, 
a Steering Committee, composed of
representatives from EC Directorates
General for Development, External
Relations and Environment, EU
Ministries of Foreign Affairs and/or
development cooperation agencies, and
environmental/development 
non-governmental organizations
(NGOs), was set up to oversee and
provide input to the process.
Conference preparation also benefited
from presentations and discussions
held during two meetings of the
Tropical Biodiversity Advisory Group
(TBAG) (Brussels, January 2006 and
Stockholm, June 2006; see Annex 1). 
Finally, the consultation process
involved numerous interactions with
additional representatives of the
European Commission, bilateral
cooperation agencies and NGOs (see
Annex 2); and the circulation of a
questionnaire1 as part of an attempt 
to gather information in a more
systematic manner.

22
1. Completed questionnaires were received from the governments of Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, The Netherlands and Sweden.



Key messages from the 
biodiversity synthesis

• Biodiversity benefits people through
more than just its contribution to
material welfare and livelihoods.
Biodiversity contributes to security,
resiliency, social relations, health, 
and freedom of choices and actions. 

• Changes in biodiversity due to human
activities have been more rapid in the
past 50 years than at any time in
human history, and the drivers of
change that cause biodiversity loss
and lead to changes in ecosystem
services are either steady, show no
evidence of declining over time, or
are increasing in intensity. Under the
four plausible future scenarios
developed by the Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment (MA), these
rates of change in biodiversity are
projected to continue, or to
accelerate.

• Many people have benefited over the
last century from the conversion of
natural ecosystems to human-
dominated ecosystems and from the
exploitation of biodiversity. At the
same time, however, these gains have
been achieved at growing costs in the
form of losses in biodiversity,
degradation of many ecosystem
services, and the exacerbation of
poverty for other groups of people. 

• The most important direct drivers of
biodiversity loss and ecosystem

service changes are habitat change
(such as land use changes, physical
modification of rivers or withdrawal of
water from rivers, loss of coral reefs,
and damage to sea floors due to
trawling), climate change, invasive
alien species, overexploitation, and
pollution. 

• Improved valuation techniques and
information on ecosystem services
demonstrate that although many
individuals benefit from biodiversity
loss and ecosystem change, the
costs to society of such changes are
often higher. Even in instances where
knowledge of benefits and costs is
incomplete, the use of the
precautionary approach may be
warranted when the costs associated
with ecosystem changes may be high
or the changes irreversible.

• To achieve greater progress toward
biodiversity conservation to improve
human well-being and reduce
poverty, it will be necessary to
strengthen options for response that
have as a primary goal the
sustainable use of biodiversity and
ecosystem services. These responses
will not be sufficient, however, unless
the indirect and direct drivers of
change are addressed and conditions
for implementation of the full suite of
responses are established. 

• Trade-offs between achieving the
2015 targets of the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs) and the
2010 target of reducing the rate of
biodiversity loss are likely, although
there are also many potential
synergies between the various
internationally agreed targets relating
to biodiversity, environmental
sustainability, and development.

Coordinated implementation of these
goals and targets would facilitate the
consideration of trade-offs and
synergies.

• An unprecedented effort will be
needed to achieve a significant
reduction in the rate of biodiversity
loss at all levels by 2010. 

• Short-term goals and targets are not
sufficient for the conservation and
sustainable use of biodiversity and
ecosystems. Given the characteristic
response times for political,
socioeconomic, and ecological
systems, longer-term goals and
targets (such as for 2050) are needed
to guide policy and actions. 

• Improved capability to predict the
consequences of changes in drivers
for biodiversity, ecosystem
functioning, and ecosystem services,
together with improved measures of
biodiversity, would aid decision
making at all levels. 

• Science can help ensure that
decisions are made with the best
available information, but ultimately
the future of biodiversity will be
determined by society.
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The primary and overarching objective
of European Union (EU) development
cooperation is the eradication of
poverty in the context of sustainable
development. 

This background paper discusses how
biodiversity, for which the European
Union holds special responsibilities and
interests, fits into this objective. It is
guided by, though not limited to, three
main questions:

• How efficiently do EU-funded
biodiversity projects, programmes
and policies—whose primary
objective is biodiversity
conservation—contribute to their
formal goal?

• How well do EU-funded non-
biodiversity development projects,
programmes and policies—which do
not have primarily biodiversity-related
objectives but may have an impact on
it—deal with biodiversity issues?

• How do European non-development
policies—which do not have
development as a primary objective
but may have an impact on
development and biodiversity in
partner countries—deal with
biodiversity?

Chapter 1 

Starts by making the case for the wide
range of ecosystem services in which
biodiversity plays a key role. These local
and global benefits which people obtain
from healthy and fully-functioning
ecosystems include goods essential to
human well-being (foods, fuels, building
materials, medicines, etc.), regulating
services such as fixing carbon, purifying
air and water, or providing genetic
material for crops and livestock.
Ecosystems support primary production
(agriculture, fisheries, forestry),
secondary production (textiles,
pharmaceuticals), and service industries
(tourism, well-being, recreation).

Because three-quarters of the over one
billion people living on less than one
dollar a day live in rural areas, the poor
depend directly, and more than others,
on natural resources and ecosystem
services for their well-being. Hence, they
are most affected by their degradation. 

Richer groups of people are usually
less affected because of their ability to
purchase substitutes or to offset local
losses of ecosystem services by
shifting production and harvest to other
regions. With over one billion people
worldwide depending on forest-based
assets for their living, it becomes
apparent that biodiversity matters
directly to poor people in four principal
ways (Timmer & Juma, 2005):

• Food security and health;
• Income generation and livelihoods;
• Reduced vulnerability to shocks;
• Cultural and spiritual values.

That being said, the linkages between
biodiversity and poverty are much more
complex and dynamic than a simple
relation of reliance. In order to further
explore the biodiversity–poverty nexus,
two issues which are critical to
biodiversity in development
cooperation are discussed:

• Is biodiversity conservation a route to
poverty alleviation? And/or

• Is poverty alleviation a route to better
biodiversity management?

The first question is crucial because
conserving biodiversity has not always
proved favourable to the poor. It
appears that there are a number of
conditions required if biodiversity is to
work for poverty alleviation, among
which governance issues are
fundamental. 

Nevertheless, there are many examples
where biodiversity conservation has
benefited the poor in developing
countries, and this has happened in
two main ways:

• At the micro-level, biodiversity
conservation can be a route out of
poverty for poor people, particularly
in areas with few other economic
opportunities. It provides a way for
poor households to generate a
surplus and eventually invest in other
economic activities and escape
poverty.

• At the macro-level, biodiversity
conservation can be a route out of
poverty for poor countries, where
biodiversity and related ecosystem
services can, under certain
conditions, generate growth and
provide government revenues.

The second question (‘is poverty
alleviation a route to better biodiversity
management?’) is important as well
because some have argued that
alleviating poverty is the most efficient 
way to sustain biodiversity. 

But experience shows that poverty
alleviation may yield better biodiversity
conservation only if tied to explicit
conservation objectives, strategies,
policies and actions, in an appropriate
governance context.

Synergies and positive externalities
between sustainably managing
biodiversity and alleviating poverty do
exist. They are sometimes obvious, but
more often win-win solutions to poverty
and conservation dilemmas are elusive,
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and trade-offs prove to be more realistic
outcomes. Giving shape to such trade-
offs requires respecting the strengths
and weaknesses of both conservation
and poverty alleviation efforts.

Having demonstrated the importance of
the linkages between biodiversity, poor
people and poverty reduction, the
document provides an overview of
important recent biodiversity
assessments, particularly the
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment
(MA). All these assessments agree that
biodiversity is under severe stress
globally: not only have degradation
trends not been reversed as yet, but
the pace of degradation is still
increasing. 

The MA insists that the benefits arising
from ecosystem degradation, although
real, have usually been transitory, not
equitably distributed among people,
and have carried hidden costs that now
need to be paid. If the picture of past
and current trends is gloomy,
projections for the short and longer
term are even more worrying.

As a first but fundamental conclusion, it
can be asserted that failure to protect
biodiversity and ecosystems will
prevent the achievement of Millennium
Development Goal 7 (MDG 7) of
‘ensuring environmental sustainability’—
a goal that is already severely off-track
according to the Millennium Task Force.
In turn, not achieving MDG 7 will
seriously undermine global efforts to
meet all other MDGs by 2015. Making
biodiversity work for poverty alleviation
and vice versa is complex and may
only be achieved on a case-by-case
basis. Still, a number of clear messages
emerge from this first chapter:

• The poor, but also the rest of
humanity, are heavily dependent on
biodiversity for their well-being, either
directly or indirectly.

• Biodiversity provides a route out of
poverty for poor people and poor
countries with few other economic

opportunities. However, biodiversity
conservation in itself will not
contribute to alleviating poverty
unless it is accompanied by
appropriate and specific pro-poor
strategies.

• Poverty alleviation may, in certain
cases, help relieve pressure on
biodiversity. However, poverty
alleviation in itself will not contribute
to biodiversity conservation unless it
is accompanied by appropriate and
specific strategies.

• Improving governance is key to
enhancing the twin outcomes of
conservation and poverty reduction.
This requires political and institutional
changes at all levels.

• Biodiversity is under severe and
growing stress as indicated by the
MA, which has provided a common
reference and several key messages
that should be regarded as historical
milestones.

• Achieving, by 2010, a significant
reduction in the rate of biodiversity
loss at all levels will require
unprecedented additional efforts.

Chapter 2 

Explores in detail the commitments
taken by the European Union with
regard to biodiversity in development
cooperation. At the global level, the
main umbrella is the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs). While
MDG 7 is the only goal which explicitly
targets the environment, nonetheless,
ecosystem services and biodiversity
underlie the achievement of all the
Goals, including the eradication of
poverty, hunger, child mortality, and
disease. Equally crucial are the
Johannesburg Plan of Implementation,
adopted at the World Summit on
Sustainable Development in 2002, and
a number of Multilateral Environmental 
Agreements (MEA) which include the
Convention on Biological Diversity
(CBD). The CBD has three main goals:

conservation of biodiversity;
sustainable use of the components of 
biodiversity; and sharing the benefits
arising from the commercial and other
utilization of genetic resources in a fair
and equitable way.

Given its special responsibilities, the
European Union has made a number of
extra commitments, often more
ambitious. They are summarized and
briefly described, starting with the 2001
Biodiversity Action Plan for Economic
and Development Cooperation (BAP-
EDC), and the 2001 Gothenburg
Council commitment under which the
European Union pledges to halt the
loss of biological diversity by 2010. 
The Message from Malahide on ‘Halting
the decline of biodiversity—Priority
objectives and targets for 2010’, was
another crucial step, with Objective 11
specifically addressing economic and
development cooperation. This was
followed in 2005 by the Paris
Declaration on Aid Effectiveness signed
by over 100 partner and Organization
for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) countries
(including European Official
Development Assistance (ODA) donors)
as well as by about 40 international and
non-governmental organizations
(NGOs). The European Consensus on
Development was then adopted in
2006: it commits the EU to delivering
more and better aid. Finally, the 2006
European Commission (EC)
communication on ‘Halting the loss of
biodiversity by 2010—and beyond’
represents a new landmark in European
policy. It reaffirms the need to enhance
funding earmarked for biodiversity and
to strengthen measures to mainstream
biodiversity in development assistance.
It comes with a list of specific actions
set out, with related targets, in an EU
Action Plan to 2010 and beyond.

Taken together, these commitments
represent a serious and comprehensive
public pledge to put the European
Union at the forefront of tackling the
serious environmental challenges noted
above. In particular, the commitment to



stop biodiversity decline by 2010
confronts a real and crucial need, and it
matches the idea that most European
citizens have of where Europe should
be. It is nonetheless an immense
challenge, against which the
environmental performance of
European development cooperation
shall be assessed.

Chapter 3 

Examines the efforts undertaken by the
European Union to tackle the challenge
and deal with biodiversity in
development cooperation. Starting with
the European Commission, it provides 
a brief overview of organizational
arrangements for EC development 
cooperation, describes existing
financial instruments (until 2006–2007),
the EC development aid reform and the
resulting new financial architecture. It
explains the programming cycle of EC
development cooperation, with special
emphasis on the way environmental
issues are dealt with. This synthesis
shows that, at least, numerous policies,
regulations, tools and instruments exist
that may allow biodiversity to be both
directly supported and mainstreamed 
in the EC development cooperation.
Significant resources are allocated to
this objective.

Current efforts, tools, and instruments
implemented by EU Member States are
then outlined. 

Indications are given of geographical
distribution and thematic allocation;
financial patterns; procedures,
instruments, implementation modalities
and approaches for addressing
biodiversity issues. Emphasis is placed
on observable trends such as:

• The increasing weight of sustainable
use approaches within a rural
development context to achieve
biodiversity conservation objectives.

• The implementation of projects
through international NGOs.

• The support to strengthen Overseas
Countries and Territories’ (OCT)
regional integration.

• The increasing number of
projects/programmes on which two or
more Member States join forces.

Chapter 4 

Provides a diagnosis and suggestions to
try and put the European Union back on
track to reach its commitments. The
diagnosis is quite severe: European
development cooperation is unlikely to
achieve its biodiversity-related
commitments. Past actions have yielded
significant benefits but are far from
enough, so European development
cooperation is often assessed as
contributing to biodiversity loss more than
to its sustainable management. It seems
that the gap between rhetoric, policy and
practice widens as environmental trends
continue to worsen. To come back to our
three initial questions:

• The impact of initiatives that have
biodiversity conservation as a primary
or secondary objective, while usually
positive, remains too localized and
too limited. Although such projects
have now been in existence
worldwide for decades, most of the
time they seem to be implemented
and to deliver outcomes at a pilot
scale. Be they from the European
Commission or Member States’
bilateral cooperation, efforts and
results are not commensurate with
trends in degradation and the driving
forces behind them.

• The environmental impact of
development projects and policies
which do not include biodiversity
management among their objectives
is still often negative. Environmental
assessments do not match needs,
mitigation measures are insufficient, if
they exist at all, and the mainstreaming
of biodiversity issues in the project
and policy cycle remains too much of
a paper concept, although things
have started moving.

• Several non-development policies
from the European Commission as
well as from Member States harm
biodiversity in developing countries,
and therefore hinder their capacity to
achieve the Millennium Development
Goals. The lack of coherence and
mutually mutilating effects of
environmental initiatives, development
cooperation and non-development
policies is probably nowhere as

obvious as in the case of trade,
especially in the fields of agriculture,
fisheries and forestry.

Radical improvements are needed.
Eight broad suggestions, articulated in
response to the eight items detailed in
the diagnosis, are made to pave the
way forward: 

1. Intensify and upscale initiatives with
biodiversity as a primary or
secondary objective.

2. Overcome the EU policy/country-
driven dilemma to find more
‘breathing space’ for biodiversity
activities through dialogue with
partner countries.

3. Improve mainstreaming of
biodiversity by partner countries.

4. Improve mainstreaming of
biodiversity by the European Union.

5. Improve coherence with non-
development policies, especially trade.

6. Increase complementarity between
development cooperation from
Member States and the European
Commission.

7. Pay more attention to EU Overseas
Countries and Territories.

8. Develop tools for reporting on and
monitoring biodiversity in European
development cooperation.

Many of the ideas detailed under each
of these eight broad suggestions may
be gathered under the umbrella of the
necessity to improve governance, both
within EU institutions and in partner
countries, from the local to the global
level, through institutional reforms,
enhanced public participation, more
equity in the access to and benefit
sharing (ABS) from natural resources,
better corporate responsibility, more
transparent monitoring and evaluation
systems, etc. These are vast
programmes of action that go well
beyond the environmental community
and sector. They will require strong
partnerships between all stakeholders
involved in European development
cooperation. Potential recommendations
that the conference may draw from
discussions will be much broader in
scope than anything one stakeholder
could assume on its own. Their
implementation will remain the key
challenge and will need to build on
wide support among participants.
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1. The European Union
has special responsibilities
towards biodiversity in
development cooperation

1.1. The EU has the ambition to be a
global leader on environmental
issues

Because the European Union
acknowledges the importance of
sustainable development for human
well-being, it has the ambition to
behave and be recognised as a global
leader on environmental issues in
general and biodiversity in particular.
Internally, it has set up one of the
strictest and most comprehensive
regulatory frameworks in the world. It
often advocates very progressive
positions in related international fora
and negotiations. Actions undertaken in
the development context need to be
consistent with such an ambition or
they risk severely undermining its
achievement.

1.2. The EU is one of the main
economic partners of ODA
beneficiary countries

The second level of European
responsibility vis-à-vis biodiversity in
developing countries derives from the
EU’s economic characteristics. 

Although the second smallest continent
on earth, its population density and
high per capita consumption make it a
significant contributor to the global
ecological footprint (see Box 1). In this
context, it comes as no surprise that
the European Union is one of the main
economic partners of developing
countries. Indeed, from an ecological
perspective, ‘trade is the mechanism
that makes it possible for Europe to 
maintain its current way of life. It is only
by importing resources and using the
ecological services of other countries
and the global commons that Europe
can continue to increase its 
consumption while avoiding further
liquidation of its own natural capital’
(WWF, 2005a). 

Being such a prominent partner confers
upon the European Union a
responsibility over the way natural
resources are managed worldwide.

1.3. The EU is one of the main
donors of ODA but cannot
sustainably alleviate poverty without
supporting the sustainable
management of biodiversity

With this in mind, European citizens
clearly expect the European Union to
take bold steps to preserve the global
environment while contributing to
reduce poverty around the world, as
was highlighted during the consultation
on development policy organized by
the European Commission (EC) in 20051. 

The fact that the European Union has
chosen poverty eradication as the
primary objective of its development
cooperation, and that it has established
itself as the leading donor for
development aid with about 55% of all
public aid worldwide (see Figure 1), are
evidence of this concern.
It also generates more responsibilities
since being a leading donor may be
worthwhile only if the assistance is
channelled in ways that do not
compromise the capacity of
ecosystems in developing countries to
continue providing the services
necessary for human well-being. 

As repeatedly demonstrated and
documented by experience and reports
over the years (cf. Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment (MA), 2005),
the poor and marginalized as well as
indigenous people rely heavily on
biodiversity and the ecosystem services
it provides for their livelihood.
Therefore, poverty will not be
sustainably alleviated if current rates of
biodiversity loss and ecosystem
degradation are not significantly
reduced.
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Introduction

The European Union (EU) is not the only development assistance provider, 
nor is it the only group of countries formally committed to biodiversity protection.

However, for a number of reasons, it bears very special responsibilities and has
clear interests in how biodiversity is mainstreamed in its development cooperation, 

and managed in partner countries.

Box 1. Europe’s ecological footprint

‘Home to 7% of the world’s population,
Europe generates 17% of humanity’s
footprint. Today, the footprint of the EU-
25 is 2.2 times as large as its own
biological capacity. This means that at its
current rate of consumption just over
twice its own land and sea space would
be required to support Europe’s
resource demands. This compares with
the situation in 1961 when the EU-25
nations’ total resource demand was
nearly commensurate with their
capacity’.

Source: WWF, 2005a.

The EU is one of the main global
markets for wildlife and its products.
Trade in wildlife can be beneficial to
local/national economies and to
biodiversity, but it can also deplete
resources to a point where they can no
longer contribute to livelihoods,
development and ecosystem services.



1.4. The EU Overseas Countries and
Territories are home to globally
significant biodiversity

In addition to maintaining intensive
relations with developing countries, the
European Union counts 21 Overseas
Countries and Territories (OCTs)1

belonging to Denmark, France, the 
Netherlands and the United Kingdom,
as well as seven Outermost Regions2

(ORs) belonging to France, Portugal
and Spain. The overall importance of
these 28 OCTs and ORs in terms of
their biodiversity is huge and is out of
proportion to their size: in biodiversity
terms, it is vastly superior to that of
continental Europe as a whole3. They
are situated in four of the world’s 34
biodiversity hotspots (see Figure 2).

The European Commission and
concerned Member States therefore
have a very direct responsibility for how
biodiversity and development are
combined in those territories. This is
especially true of OCTs which are
eligible for development cooperation4

and often display several environment
and development patterns
characteristic of developing countries.

2. The EU and developing
countries are ‘ecological
partners’

Being a prominent economic partner of
developing countries does not only
imply responsibilities. Biodiversity and
ecosystems from developing countries
provide such a wide range of essential
goods and services to the European
Union, that it is actually in the EU’s self-
interest to support the sustainable
management of biodiversity and
ecosystems in partner countries. 

This de facto ‘ecological partnership’
includes cycling nutrients, creating
fertile soils, fixing carbon, purifying air
and water, providing genetic material
for crops and livestock, pollination, 
controlling floods and erosion, and
checking pests, diseases and alien
species. Ecosystems in partner
countries support exports and services
to the European Union as primary
production (agriculture, fisheries,
forestry), secondary production
(textiles, pharmaceuticals) and service
industries (tourism, well- being,
recreation).

In addition, genetic diversity is vital to
maintain the world’s agriculture. As the
EC’s Biodiversity Action Plan for
Economic and Development
Cooperation (BAP-EDC) (2001)
concludes: ‘Although four crops
account for 63% of plant-derived
calorie intake worldwide, some 7,000
plants are recorded as foods; while only
14 mammal and bird species account
for the bulk of the world’s livestock, 
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Figure 1. DAC Members’

Net Official Development

Assistance in 2004

Source: OECD, 2005a.

Figure 2. ORs, OCTs, ACP countries and biodiversity, Source: French IUCN Committee.

1. Greenland, New Caledonia and Dependencies, French Polynesia, French Southern and Antarctic Territories, Wallis and Futuna Islands, Mayotte, St Pierre and Miquelon, Aruba, Netherlands Antilles, Anguilla, Bermuda, Cayman Islands, Falkland
Islands, South Georgia and the South Sandwich Islands, Montserrat, Pitcairn, Saint Helena, Ascension Island and Tristan de Cunha, British Antarctic Territory, British Indian Ocean Territory, Turks and Caicos Islands, British Virgin Islands.

2. Also called ‘Ultra-Peripheral Regions’ (UPR): Madeira and Azores (Portugal), Canaries (Spain), French Guiana, Guadeloupe, Martinique and Reunion (France).
3. They include 15% of the world’s coral reefs along with rainforests the size of Portugal. According to the IUCN Red List Categories, together OCTs and ORs are home to significant populations of 90 globally threatened species of birds.

More than half of these threatened birds occur nowhere else in the world. The importance of the OCTs and ORs for other groups (plants, invertebrates, reptiles and amphibians) is comparably high.
4. On the contrary, ORs are dealt with by the Directorate General for Regional Policy (DG REGIO).



over 200 species supply protein for rural
and urban consumers; six species of fish
account for 25% of global fish catch, but
hundreds of fish species are consumed.
Tens of thousands of different tree
species exist, and just a handful are
planted on a large scale. Reliance on a
very narrow range of species for so
many livelihoods means that stronger
investments need to be made in
maintaining genetic and species
diversity’. Otherwise, such a focus will
limit breeding options to meet future
needs to improve yields, to resist pests
and diseases, or to grow in new areas.

3. Scope of 
the Background Paper

This background paper covers a priori all
issues that may make a fruitful
contribution to the Biodiversity in
European Development Cooperation
(BEDC) Conference discussions about
the way the European Union addresses
its responsibilities with regard to
biodiversity in development cooperation.

We have identified three key questions
across this necessarily broad topic,
from which we shall eventually make an
overall diagnosis. 
These questions will guide but not limit
our analysis. The first one relates to
sectoral approaches whereas the two
others relate to the mainstreaming issue:

• How efficiently do EU-funded
biodiversity projects, programmes and
policies—whose primary objective is
biodiversity conservation—contribute
to their formal goal?

• How well do EU-funded non-
biodiversity development projects,
programmes and policies—which do
not have primarily biodiversity-related
objectives but may have an impact on
them—deal with biodiversity issues?

• How do European non-development
policies—which do not have
development as a primary objective
but may have an impact on
development and biodiversity in
partner countries—deal with
biodiversity? Of particular relevance

are trade policies, especially when
related to agriculture, fisheries, forest
products and wildlife.

Geographically, all countries eligible for
European development cooperation are
covered by this paper. Despite
benefiting from a system of close
cooperation with the European Union 
(through the 2001 Overseas Association
Decision1), OCTs are included in the
scope of the conference and of this
document because they are eligible for
EU development assistance and
because EU environmental legislation
and standards do not extend to these
territories2.

4. Methodology 
and difficulties in 
gathering data

The elaboration of this background paper
was closely interrelated with the BEDC
conference preparation process and
relied mainly upon the same sources of
information. It paid special 
attention (1) to international and
European commitments regarding
biodiversity and development
cooperation, and (2) to a series of recent
and valuable reporting endeavours and
technical evaluations on this topic.

However, it quickly proved impossible
to get state-by-state comparable and
systematic data, since there is no
common reporting framework (project
categories, sectors, time frame, etc). 
The EU donor Atlas (Montes &
Migliorisi, 2004) was a valuable
resource, though its direct relevance to
our subject was limited. More
appropriate would have been the
generalized use of the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and
Development / Development
Assistance Committee (OECD/DAC) Rio
Markers, which track all expenditures
made by DAC members for each of the
three Rio Conventions, including the
Convention on Biological Diversity
(CBD)3. However, there was little
available data about the situation in
recent years.

This is why collecting and dealing with
quantitative information on each
Member State’s development
cooperation would have gone way
beyond the timeframe and means
available for preparing this paper. 
However, providing somewhat
scattered but significant information,
and making maximum use of existing
assessments, has made it possible to
provide stimulating food for thought
from the perspective of the BEDC
Conference.

5. Structure of the BEDC
background paper

This report contains four chapters.
Chapter 1 highlights the fundamental
role biodiversity and ecosystem
services play in the development
process to effectively and sustainably
reduce poverty, and examines trends.
Chapter 2 recaps the main
commitments made by the European
Union to protect biodiversity, especially
in the development context.
Chapter 3 then focuses on the
instruments and tools available at the
European Commission and Member
States’ levels to tackle the challenge of
addressing biodiversity issues in 
development cooperation policies and
programmes.
Chapter 4 assesses these current
efforts against commitments and
partner countries’ needs and priorities.
It provides a diagnosis of the extent to
which European policies, programmes
and projects allow the European
Commission and Members States to
fulfil their international obligations and
responsibilities. Each item of the
diagnosis paves the way for
suggestions that may serve as a basis
for discussing potential
recommendations during the BEDC
Conference.
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1. Council Decision of 27 November 2001 on the association of the Overseas Countries and Territories with the European Community.
2. The seven European ORs, on the contrary, are integral parts of the EU and implement EU policies and rules—with some noticeable exceptions as we shall see. Therefore, they are not directly dealt with by the conference and its background

paper. Nevertheless, since they share many developmental and environmental characteristics with OCTs despite contrasted administrative status, they shall be included on an ad hoc basis.
3. But for example the OECD's 2005 report on development cooperation (OECD, 2005) does not use the Rio Markers. The only sectors identified in it are: social and administrative infrastructure (education, health, population, water supply and

sanitation; government and civil society, other social infrastructure/services, economic infrastructure (transport and communications, energy, other); production (agriculture, industry, mining, construction, trade and tourism); multi-sector
programme assistance, action related to debt; and emergency aid.

The objective of mainstreaming
biodiversity is ‘to internalize the goals of
biodiversity conservation and the
sustainable use of biological resources
into economic sectors and development
models, policies and programmes, and
therefore into all human behaviour’ 

Petersen & Huntley, 2005
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Chapter 1

Biodiversity and ecosystem services :
Foundations for sustainable development

1. Biodiversity and 
ecosystem services

1.1. What is biodiversity?

As defined by the Convention on
Biological Diversity (CBD) and
reasserted by the Millennium 
Ecosystem Assessment (MA) (2005), the
concept of biological diversity
(biodiversity in short) reflects the
number, variety and variability of living
organisms. It includes diversity within
species (genetic diversity), between
species (species richness), and among
ecosystems. 

The concept also covers how this
diversity changes from one location to
another and over time.

1.2. What are ecosystem services?

Ecosystem services are defined by the
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment as
the local and global benefits people
obtain from ecosystems. Biodiversity
plays an important role in the 
way ecosystems function and in the
many services they provide. For
ecosystem services it matters which
species are abundant as well as how
many species are present.

Healthy and fully-functioning
ecosystems provide a wide range of
goods essential to human well-being,
such as foods, fuels, building materials
and medicines. They also provide a
variety of regulating services, such as
cycling nutrients, creating fertile soils,
fixing carbon, purifying air and water,
providing genetic material for crops and
livestock, pollination, controlling floods
and erosion, and checking pests,
diseases and alien species. Ecosystems 
support primary production (agriculture, 

fisheries, forestry), secondary
production (textiles, pharmaceuticals), 
and service industries (tourism, well-
being, recreation). The costs of failing to
protect biodiversity are immense—in
terms of lost goods and services to
these sectors of the economy. Further,
restoring degraded ecosystems, or
substituting artificially for these 
biodiversity goods and services where
natural systems fail is invariably much
more costly than looking after them in
the first place.

For example, natural forests (see Table
1) are centres of biodiversity and
important stores of carbon. Therefore,
disturbing these ecosystems contributes
to biodiversity loss and climate change.
An estimated 1.6 billion poor people rely
heavily on forests for their livelihoods
(EC, 2006a), including food security
(bushmeat, fruits and vegetables), health
(medicinal plants), shelter (building
materials), and energy (fuel wood and
charcoal). Forest-based industries are
an important source of employment and
export revenues in a number of
countries, and drive economic growth.
Similarly, ineffective governance and
overexploitation of marine 
resources threatens the nutritional
status of major population groups,
particularly people from the poorest
African and south Asian countries for
whom fish and marine products
constitute an essential part of their
protein intake. Coastal areas, although
often densely inhabited, can provide the
basis for considerable economic
development through eco-tourism.

2. Why does biodiversity

matter for poor people?

The European Union (EU) has adopted
poverty alleviation as an overarching
objective of its development
cooperation. Because three quarters of
the more than one billion people living 
on less than one dollar a day live in rural
areas, the poor depend directly on a
wide range of natural resources and
ecosystem services for their well-being,
and are therefore most affected by their
degradation. For example, over one
billion people worldwide draw their 
living from forest-based assets. For poor
people, biodiversity loss is often
equivalent to the loss of biological
insurance (MA, 2005). Richer groups of
people are usually less affected because
of their ability to purchase substitutes or
to offset local losses of ecosystem
services by shifting production and
harvest to other regions1. According to
the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD)2,
in low-income countries, environment-

based wealth accounts for around 25%
of the total wealth (compared to less
than 4% in OECD countries).

More precisely, biodiversity matters to
poor people directly in four principal ways
(Timmer & Juma, 2005), including for:

• Food security and health;
• Income generation and livelihoods;
• Reduced vulnerability to shocks;
• Cultural and spiritual values.

2.1. Biodiversity, food security and

1. For example, as fish stocks have been depleted in the North Atlantic, European and other commercial capture fisheries have shifted their fishing to West African seas, but this has adversely affected coastal West Africans who rely on fish as a
cheap source of protein.

2. http://www.oecd.org/document/0/0,2340,en_21571361_36099755_36099814_1_1_1_1,00.html
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health of poor people

Food security is a major issue for poor
people who have limited access to land
and water. 

Many poor people are actually landless
and so are especially dependent on
wild plants and animals for their food 
security (see Box 2).

Declining ecosystems can have
negative impacts on health, particularly
on that of poor women, as they
increase the burden of searching for
and carrying heavy loads of water,
wood or fodder. Such incidences have
been reported for instance in Pakistan
and China (Yunnan), where women
have gynaecological problems because
of a life spent carrying heavy loads
(Steele, Oviedo & McCauley, 2006).

2.2 Biodiversity, income generation
and livelihoods of poor people

For the majority of poor people living in
rural areas, dependence on agriculture
is high. The agricultural labour force,
most of it in the developing world,
currently includes approximately 
22% of the world’s population and
accounts for 46% of its total labour
force (MA, 2005). This means that their
livelihoods rely on several ecosystem
services that are crucial to agriculture,
and on the diversity of food crops
available (see Box 3).

2.3 Biodiversity and reduced
vulnerability to shocks and stresses

Poor people are often the most
vulnerable to shocks and stresses
associated with climatic events. These
hocks can be stimulated by ecosystem
degradation, while better ecosystem 
management can reduce the impact of
such events. There is growing evidence
of the role of coastal vegetation (like
mangroves) and natural protection (like
coral reefs) in mitigating coastal storms
and cyclones. Where these ecosystems
are declining, poor coastal populations
often become more vulnerable. In
Bangladesh, the disappearing swamp
forests of the haor, which have served
as a natural barrier in the past against
the monsoon waves, has led to much
more severe erosion. As a result, poor
households have been compelled to
increase spending to protect their tiny
homesteads every year (Steele, Oviedo
& McCauley, 2006).

2.4 Cultural values of poor people 
and biodiversity

For many poor people, biodiversity is
inextricably linked with identity, culture
and spirituality. It is therefore an integral
part of their very existence.

33

Box 3. The importance of ecosystems, species and
genetic diversity for the livelihoods of poor rural people in
Mongolia, India and Vietnam

Only 1% of Mongolia is considered arable land, while about
34% of Mongolia’s people are directly dependent on livestock
production (most as traditional nomadic pastoralists), with
another 26% indirectly so. Some 40% of the 2.7 million
citizens live at or below the poverty line. These pastoralists
are directly dependent upon the fragile natural resource base. 

In some climatically vulnerable parts of India, poor
households prefer traditional varieties or so called land races
of rice and other crops due to their greater resilience to
climate fluctuations and other actors. For example, in
Jeypore, Cyclonic conditions, long spells of drought and
very high temperatures within a crop season resulted in
varying magnitudes of yield stress. Land races of rice were 

genetically resilient and withstood the harsh weather while 
high yielding varieties in nearby areas suffered irretrievably.
In Vietnam, medicinal plants are particularly important to
ethnic minorities, particularly women in the highlands from
which 70% of medicinal plants in the Vietnamese market
originate. Traders along the entire market chain are often
women. Collectors do the initial processing and then sell to
middle-women, who in turn sell to female merchants in
Hanoi or China. Herbal medicine is important in Vietnam
where the largely rural population has limited access to
modern medicine—demand for herbal medicines has further
increased with the reduction of government subsidies for
modern health care. However, there is a risk this may lead to
an overexploitation of medicinal plants.
Source: Steele, Oviedo & McCauley, 2006.

1. Quoted in DFID, 2002b.

Box 2. Bushmeat, wildlife and food
security for poor people

In many forest countries, bushmeat is
an important source of protein. In
Ghana, 75% of the population eat
bushmeat regularly and wild animals
constitute the main source of animal
protein for rural households. In many
countries, the availability of bushmeat
and wildlife is declining and, according
to the NGO Save the Children, this is
having negative impacts on nutrition. In
the Ethiopian highlands and Malawi,
dietary intake has declined as large
rodents and small mammals have
become less available.
Source: DFID, 2002a.

‘What is equivalent to the biodiversity
here, to the things that surround us, is
my life. If you took those things away, it
would be like taking part of my life, and
then my survival would be
questionable’.

Pera, Bakalaharil tribe, Botswana1
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3. A complex relationship
between two complex
phenomena: the 
biodiversity–poverty nexus

3.1. An unresolved debate at 
the general level

We have highlighted that biodiversity
matters to the poor. But the linkages
between biodiversity and poverty are
much more complex and dynamic. 
The current intense debate 
on this nexus demonstrates that there
are no simple causal relationships
between biodiversity and poverty.
Instead, conservationists and
development practitioners and policy
makers often have different opinions on
how—and whether—to link biodiversity
conservation with poverty reduction. 
The growing volume of literature on the
subject highlights how complex and
context-specific poverty-conservation
linkages are, and how subjective their 
interpretation is (Roe & Elliott, 2005).

Despite question marks, uncertainties
and debates, Fisher et al. (2005)
highlight three reasons for which it is
essential to make the effort to link
poverty reduction with conservation:

• A focus on the needs of the poor is
ethically unavoidable, especially when
conservation activities risk negatively
affecting poor people by transferring
the real costs of conserving global
and national public goods to the local
level.

• Conservation, as in the case of
ecosystem restoration, ought to
contribute actively to poverty
reduction more broadly where it can,
simply because it can.

• While it is unrealistic to assume that
linking conservation and development
will always (or even usually) maximize
both social and conservation
outcomes, it will often lead to better
conservation outcomes than could
have been achieved otherwise.

Box 4. What do we know about
conservation–poverty linkages?
Accepted and contested
relationships

Hypothesis 1: There is a
geographical overlap between
biodiversity and poverty

Conclusion: At the global level there is
a geographical overlap between
biodiversity and poor people but it
becomes less pronounced the more
‘the South’ is disaggregated. At the
national and sub-national levels the
two occasionally coincide, but
governance factors are generally more
significant than geography in
determining where biodiversity prevails,
where poor people live and how the
two interact.

Hypothesis 2: Poor people depend
on biodiversity

Conclusion: All of humanity is
dependent on biodiversity for the
goods and services it provides, but the
poor appear to be particularly
dependent (although this is hard to
quantify). In a large part this
dependency is related to the role that
biodiversity plays in poor people’s
farming systems and the degree of
resilience and adaptability to
environmental change that poor people
have developed.

Hypothesis 3: Poor people are
responsible for biodiversity loss

Conclusion: Poverty may contribute to
biodiversity loss, but it is only one of a
number of factors. Whether poor
people conserve or overexploit
biodiversity is dependent on specific
circumstances and contexts—and
particularly on the influence of external
governance factors—and not a
question to which a generalized
answer can be given.

Hypothesis 4: Conservation activities
hurt poor people

Conclusion: The impacts of
conservation activities are not evenly
spread. Some forms of conservation
activity may have negative
consequences for poor people. Others
may benefit poor people or even be
initiated by poor people. Governance
factors appear to be critical 
once again.

Hypothesis 5: Poor people can
undermine conservation

Conclusion: Unless different priorities
for biodiversity and incentives for
conservation are recognised, local
people are often bound to be
perceived as ‘undermining’
conservation, and indeed may proceed
to do so. Local people need to be
engaged to conserve aspects of
biodiversity that are critically important
to their livelihoods, if broader-based,
long-term public support for protection
of globally threatened biodiversity is
also to be achieved.

Hypothesis 6: Biodiversity is
irrelevant to poverty reduction

Conclusion: A lack of quantitative
data—particularly at national levels—
makes it difficult to challenge the
assumption that biodiversity is
irrelevant for poverty reduction. In
general, poverty reduction policies
tend to rely on agriculture—both at the
household level through supporting
smallholder farmers for their
subsistence and income-earning
potentials, and at the national level
through agriculture’s potential to drive
economic growth. Making a better
case for biodiversity in poverty
reduction therefore means clearer
articulation of the links between
biodiversity and agriculture and
between biodiversity and ecosystem
services (those that support agriculture
and those that generate other
benefits).

Hypothesis 7: Poverty reduction
activities can cause biodiversity loss

Conclusion: Historical patterns of rural
development—based on primary
commodity production—have not
performed well for biodiversity—nor in
many cases have they performed well
for poor people either. Innovative
approaches to poverty reduction that
are founded on local knowledge,
institutions and processes are critical—
both to achieving the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs) and
tackling biodiversity loss.

Source: Roe & Elliott, 2005
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In this context, attempts to find
common ground often result in
platitudes that fail to confront real
problems faced by Overseas
Development Assistance (ODA)
projects, programmes and policies
(Brockington, Igoe & Schmidt-Soltau,
2006). This is why efforts to address
real issues—rather than pretending they
do not exist—are so badly needed. The
Poverty–Environment Partnership (PEP)
(see Annex 4) and the International
Institute for Environment and
Development’s (IIED) Poverty and
Conservation Learning Group are good
examples of this. The latter for instance
provides useful insights on a number of
key hypotheses (see Box 4). All of the
seven hypotheses discussed would
deserve a whole section of this paper. 
However, here we shall only briefly
discuss two questions that we think are
particularly critical in the European
development cooperation context:

• Is biodiversity conservation a route to
poverty alleviation? And/or

• Is poverty alleviation a route to better
biodiversity management?

Some have argued that biodiversity
conservation is incompatible with lifting
poor people out of poverty; others that
the most effective intervention for
biodiversity conservation is poverty 
reduction. Such questions are quite
sensitive and may have very concrete
consequences for the way
development cooperation policies and
programmes are designed. We shall
mainly introduce the debate here and
underline simplifications that should be
avoided—not necessarily answer these
questions, which remain partly open.

3.2. Is biodiversity conservation a
route to poverty alleviation?

Conserving biodiversity is not always
favourable to the poor. Many examples
have been documented worldwide
where conservation activities have
negatively affected poor people living
nearby (Brockington, 2003; McLean &
Straede, 2003). This seems to be
especially true of the establishment and
management of protected areas, and of
related donor-funded projects.
However, that biodiversity conservation
can at least contribute to poverty
alleviation is supported by a broad
consensus—many even argue that the
potential of biodiversity conservation to
contribute to poverty reduction is still
largely unrecognised by developing 
country governments and international
development agencies (DFID, 2002a;
Koziell & McNeill, 2002). Much depends
on the how: how conservation projects
are designed and carried out, how poor
and marginalized people are consulted,
involved in and associated with the
conservation objectives and activities, 
how poverty alleviation is
mainstreamed in biodiversity projects
and policies, etc.

The risk of further marginalizing and
impoverishing marginalized and poor
people is clearly not specific to
conservation. It is part of the vicious
circles deeply embedded in most 
societies that tend to make poor
people poorer and rich people richer.
The development of any economic
activity—including conservation but
also forest exploitation, handicraft,
trade, tourism, infrastructure, etc.—has
a tendency to reinforce these circles

unless appropriate attention is paid to
the issue. To take this one step further,
in a given country, with funding from a
given donor, conservation activities are
usually just as democratic, participatory
and pro-poor as the rest of a
government and donor’s policy (Billé,
2006). When the political context does
not take into account the needs and
desires of marginalized groups of
stakeholders, especially the poorest,
when their access to natural resources
and their right to participate in the
decisions that directly affect their lives
are denied, projects and policies whose
primary objective is biodiversity
conservation cannot be expected to be
transparent and equitable. Good
governance at the national and local
levels is obviously necessary for
biodiversity conservation to bring
expected benefits.

That said, there are many examples
where biodiversity conservation has
benefited poor people in developing
countries. 

More precisely, this happens in two
main ways, at the local and national
levels:

• A route out of poverty for poor people

(Box 5): biodiversity can, particularly

in areas with few other economic

opportunities, provide a way for poor

households to generate a surplus and

eventually invest in other economic

activities and escape poverty.

Box 5. Pro-poor protected areas in
India

India has like many countries, faced
challenges of how to reconcile local
livelihoods with protection for
protected areas. The approach
adopted is known in India as eco-
development and since the late 1990s
many protected areas have had eco-
development committees (EDC), often
supported by Global Environment
Facility (GEF) financing. 
A confederation of these committees
was created in 2002. While these
EDCs have a mixed track record,
there are some definite successes.

One such success was the Periyar
Tiger Reserve in Kerala, where the
influx of 400,000 tourists a year has
been able to generate significant
incomes to provide for livelihoods and 
other related benefits for the
neighbouring villagers. A shop has
been set up, villagers work as guides
and forest watchers. Interestingly the 
overall incomes of residents from 
eco-development is still below what
they used to earn from smuggling and 
the other illegal activities they used to
engage in prior to this. Yet the 

standard of living is higher among
them because they are no longer
under the threat of being pursued by
the police, or under pressure from
middlemen and money lenders. The
availability of more dignified livelihood
opportunities has reduced criminal
activities and prostitution.

Source: Kothari & Pathak, 2004

In many ways linking conservation with
poverty reduction is more of an art than
a science. 

Fisher et al., 2005
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• Route out of poverty for poor

countries (Box 6): at a macro-level,

biodiversity and ecosystem services

can, under certain conditions,

generate growth at an economy-wide

level that in turn benefits poor people.

Natural resources often provide a key

export, foreign exchange earner and

source of government revenues. This

can be illustrated by the importance

of fisheries to least developed

countries in Africa: fish are their most

important agricultural export, more

important than any crops.

Both ways demand that biodiversity not

be exploited beyond sustainable levels,

and that the growth generated be

reinvested to shift away from

biodiversity-dependence.

3.3. Is poverty alleviation a route to
better biodiversity management?

The current international focus on
poverty alleviation makes this question
crucial. If the answer is yes,
development agencies and recipient
countries could make the choice to 
abandon conservation activities so as
to concentrate their entire efforts on
poverty alleviation, whatever its short-
term ecological consequences.

This hypothesis is supported by the
well-known Environmental Kuznets
Curve, which suggests that
environmental quality declines as
income rises until income reaches a
certain level, at which point
environmental quality improves.
However, this curve is strongly
disputed, and even for its advocates
the extent to which it applies to
biodiversity is questionable; once a
species is lost, it is gone forever.

A majority of analysts actually seem to
believe that poverty alleviation will not
in itself achieve conservation goals. For
example, experience from Africa and
Asia shows that as wealth increases, so
too does the demand for wildlife
(Robinson & Bennett, 2002). More
pertinent questions may therefore be:
can reducing poverty actually
contribute to halting biodiversity loss? 
If yes, how?

Swanson, among others, highlights the
apparent incompatibility between
biodiversity and development: ‘states
with high material wealth have low
biodiversity wealth and vice versa’ (in
Koziell & Saunders, 2001). In the same
perspective, the MA scenarios suggest
that ‘future development paths that
show relatively good progress toward
meeting the poverty, hunger reduction,
and health targets also show relatively
high rates of habitat loss and
associated loss of species over 50
years1. This does not imply that
biodiversity loss is, in and of itself,
good for poverty reduction. Instead, 
it indicates that many economic
development activities aimed at income
generation are likely to have negative
impacts on biodiversity unless the 
values of biodiversity and related
ecosystem services are factored in’.

Although this does not mean that
poverty reduction itself is not a
laudable objective, it implies that the
development cooperation approaches
and the development paths that have
been followed to date, both in
industrialized and developing countries,
are at best not the most effective, and
at worst clearly inappropriate. If poverty
can be a root cause of biodiversity loss,
this is just as true of wealth and
economic development: ‘deforestation,
for example, is partly caused by local
demand for agricultural land or
construction materials, but is even
more fundamentally driven by the
industrialized world’s demand for
timber and the growing international
trade in forest products’ (UN Millennium
Project, 2005). Do poor people degrade
their environment because they are
poor? Do increasing incomes affect the
way in which poor people exploit
natural resources? IIED’s Poverty and
Conservation Learning Group came to
the conclusion that ‘issues of
governance, security of land tenure and
access to resources are likely to have a
significantly greater impact on the way in
which people over-exploit now or
conserve for the future. (…) Poverty is
only one factor driving biodiversity loss. 
Reducing poverty will not necessarily,
therefore, lead to biodiversity
conservation unless the other drivers are
also addressed’ (Roe and Elliott, 2005).

Actually, poverty alleviation may yield
better biodiversity conservation only if
tied to explicit conservation objectives,
strategies, policies and actions, in an
appropriate governance context (World
Resources Institute, 2005). To some
extent this development path, which
includes mainstreaming biodiversity in
development projects (BDP) and policies
but is not limited to it, is still to be tested.

Box 6. Importance of fisheries for the
poorest countries in Africa

In 2001, seafood exports from Africa to
the European Union were worth
US$1.75 billion and were the most
important product among agricultural
exports. For African least developed
countries, the seafood trade was worth
US$570 million, and again this was the
largest agricultural export product.
Fisheries provide revenues at the
national level, particularly in many
African countries, often through fishery-
access agreements with foreign fleets.
Between 1993 and 1999, fishery
access agreements provided 30% of
the government revenue in Guinea
Bissau, 15% in Mauritania, and 13% in
Sao Tome. At the local level, in some
areas, fishery taxes provide a
significant source of local revenue.

Source: Steele, 2004.

1. From a more general perspective, it is striking that the ecological footprint of countries is almost directly proportional to their development level-with very limited variations and exceptions (see WWF, 2005a).

Achieving the goal of liberating half of
the world’s poor from their poverty by

2015 will either mark the true beginning
of sustainability or the end of

biodiversity at the hands of the 
best-intentioned policies 

Sanderson & Redford, 2003

Many commentators are concerned with
the impact that current models of 
economic development—in the name of
poverty reduction—have on biodiversity.
Roe and Elliott, 2005
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3.4. An intricate problem with no
‘silver bullet’

The aim of this short discussion is mainly
to acknowledge that the linkages
between poverty and conservation are
dynamic and context specific, reflecting
geographical, social and political issues
among the groups involved (Kepe,
Saruchera & Whande, 2004). They are
so complex that they rarely authorize
simple cause-and-effect analyses.

Synergies and positive externalities
between sustainably managing
biodiversity and alleviating poverty do
exist. They are sometimes obvious, but
more often win-win solutions to poverty
and conservation dilemmas are elusive,
and trade-offs tend to be the more
realistic outcome. Creative approaches
are needed to remove barriers to such
synergies, and connections must be
made rather than simply identified.
Fortunately, past failures do not
necessarily mean future efforts will 
fail too.

Giving shape to such trade-offs
requires respecting the strengths and
weaknesses of both conservation and
poverty alleviation efforts. This means
planning long-term, integrated
initiatives involving a wide range of
stakeholders: Unfortunately, there is no
‘silver bullet’ (Robinson & Bennett,
2002) for the twin goals of conserving
biodiversity and preventing the people
whose lives now depend on
biodiversity from being driven further
against the wall.

4. An accelerated trend to
biodiversity loss and
ecosystem degradation

Previous sections have demonstrated
the importance of biodiversity for poor
people and poverty reduction. However
all recent assessments (see e.g. Baillie,
Hilton-Taylor & Stuart, 2004; and
IUCN’s 2006 Red List) agree that
globally biodiversity is under severe
stress. Not only are trends to
degradation not reversed yet, but the
pace of degradation is still increasing. 

4.1. A gloomy picture 
of past and present trends 

In an unparalleled effort to compile
comprehensive and objective
information on biodiversity and
ecosystems, the Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment issued a series of reports
in 2005, including a ‘Biodiversity
Synthesis’ (MA, 2005) which gives a
rather gloomy though unquestionable
picture of the world’s situation (see Box
7). This is valid both for developed and
developing countries: although the
most rapid changes in ecosystems are
now taking place in developing
countries, industrial countries
historically experienced comparable
changes.

All parameters considered—including
rates of wild and domesticated species’
extinction, habitat conversion,
ecosystem degradation, etc.—show an
accelerated reduction in diversity:
‘Across a range of taxonomic groups,
the population size or range (or both) of
the majority of species is declining.
Studies of amphibians globally, African
mammals, birds in agricultural lands,
British butterflies, Caribbean and Indo-
Pacific corals, and commonly
harvested fish species show declines in
populations of the majority of species.
Exceptions include species that have
been protected in reserves, that have
had their particular threats (such as 
overexploitation) eliminated, and that
tend to thrive in landscapes that have
been modified by human activity.
Marine and freshwater ecosystems are
relatively less studied than terrestrial 
systems, so overall biodiversity is
poorly understood; for those species

that are well studied, biodiversity loss
has occurred through population
extirpation and constricted distributions’.

Ironically, many cases where
degradation trends are slowing down or
being reversed seem to concern
ecosystems that have been so
degraded already that further
conversion or destruction is not
possible. If the net rate of conversion of
some ecosystems has begun to slow, it
is often because little habitat remains
for further conversion. Opportunities for
further expansion of cultivation are
diminishing in many regions of the
world as the finite proportion of land
suitable for intensive agriculture
continues to decline. Therefore, the
needs of an expanding global
population will have to be met through
reduced per capita consumption and/or
an increase in output per unit of land—
both of which carry major problems
from the perspective of human well-
being and ecosystem health. In other
words, business as usual for current
agriculture production methodologies
and the global inequity in the use of
natural resources are not sustainable
options.

Agro-biodiversity, or diversity among
domesticated species, has declined
tremendously as well. Starting in the
1960s, the Green Revolution brought
about a fundamental shift in the pattern
of intra-species diversity in farmers’
fields and farming systems. Agricultural
systems have been intensified, which
has been coupled with specialization by
plant breeders and the harmonizing
effects of globalization. The resulting
reduction in the genetic diversity of
domesticated plants and animals
indubitably reduces the resilience and
adaptability of agricultural systems.

4.2. Worrying projections for the
short and longer term

As reported by the Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment (2005), and
based on IUCN’s criteria for threats of
extinction, between 10% and 50% of
well-studied higher taxo-nomic groups
(mammals, birds, amphibians, conifers,
and cycads) are currently threatened
with extinction. 

Mainstreaming may involve 
difficult choices and will require 

well-informed decisions on:

• Trade-offs between the interests 
of biodiversity conservation 

and conventional forms of
economic production, in both

the short and long term

• Trade-offs between those who gain the
benefit and those who bear the cost 

Petersen & Huntley, 2005
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For example, 32% of amphibians are
threatened with extinction, but relevant
information is still limited so that this
may be an underestimate. Higher levels
of threat (52%) have been found in the
cycads, a group of evergreen palm-like
plants. Aquatic organisms (including
both marine and freshwater) have not
been tracked to the same degree as
terrestrial ones, masking what may be
similarly alarming threats of extinction.
With extinction comes more
homogeneity in the distribution of
species on Earth: the differences
between the set of species at one
location and the set of species at
another location are, on average,
diminishing. Two factors are
responsible for this trend. First, species
unique to particular regions are
experiencing higher rates of extinction.
Second, high rates of introductions of
species into new ranges are
accelerating in pace with growing trade
and faster transportation. 
MA scenarios indicate that current
trends for biodiversity loss and
ecosystem degradation are likely 
to remain or even worsen over the next
50 years, unless appropriate action 
is taken with unprecedented intensity
(see Box 8).

4.3. Benefits from ecosystem
degradation come with hidden costs

The MA recognises that ‘substantial
benefits have been gained from many
of the actions that have caused the
homogenization or loss of biodiversity.
For example, agriculture, fisheries, 
and forestry—three activities that have
placed significant pressures on
biodiversity—have often been the
mainstay of national development

strategies, providing revenues that have 
enabled investments in industrialization
and economic growth. The agricultural
labour force currently contains
approximately 22% of the world’s
population and accounts for 46% of its 
total labour force. In industrial
countries, exploitation of natural
resources continues to be important for
livelihoods and economies in rural
regions. Similarly, many species
introductions, which contribute to the
homogenization of global biodiversity,
have been intentional because of the
benefits the species provide. In other
cases, humans have eradicated some
harmful components of biodiversity,
such as particular disease organisms or
pests’ (MA, 2005).

However, many of these benefits have
been transitory or have carried hidden
costs that now need to be paid. The
MA underlines that modifications of
ecosystems to enhance one service 
generally have come at a cost to other
services due to trade-offs (see Table 1
for the case of forests). Only four of the
24 ecosystem services examined in the
MA have been enhanced: crops,
livestock, aquaculture, and carbon
sequestration. In contrast, 15 other
services have been degraded, including
capture fisheries, timber production,
water supply, waste treatment and
detoxification, water purification,
natural hazard protection, regulation of
air quality, regulation of regional and
local climate, regulation of erosion, and
many cultural benefits (spiritual,
aesthetic, recreational, and others).
Furthermore, ‘the impacts of these
trade-offs among ecosystem services
affect different people in different ways.

For example, an aquaculture farmer
may gain material welfare from
management practices that increase
soil salinization and thereby reduce rice
yields and threaten food security for
nearby subsistence farmers’.

Addressing these trade-offs and
achieving poverty alleviation without
further depleting biodiversity resources
looks like a challenge. But it is not an
impossible one.

Box 7. Biodiversity loss and ecosystem degradation

• More land was converted to cropland in the 30 years after
1950 than in the 150 years between 1700 and 1850.

• Some 35% of mangroves have been lost in the last two
decades in countries where adequate data are available
(encompassing about half of the total mangrove area).

• 20% of known coral reefs have been destroyed and another
20% degraded in the last several decades.

• Over half of the 14 biomes that the MA assessed have
experienced a 20%–50% conversion to human use, with
temperate and Mediterranean forests and temperate
grasslands being the most affected (approximately three-
quarters of these biomes’ native habitat has been replaced
by cultivated lands).

• In the last 50 years, rates of conversion have been highest
in tropical and sub-tropical dry forests.

• Over the past few hundred years, humans have increased
species’ extinction rates by as much as 1,000 times the
background rates that were typical over Earth’s history.

• There are approximately 100 well-documented extinctions
of birds, mammals, and amphibians over the last 100
years—a rate 100 times higher than background rates.

• If less well documented but highly probable extinctions are
included, the rate is more than 1,000 times higher than
background rates.

Source: Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005.

Beneficial changes in ecosystem
services have not been equitably
distributed among people, and many of
the costs of changes in biodiversity
have historically not been factored into
decision-making. Even where the net
economic benefits of changes leading
to the loss of biodiversity (such as
ecosystem simplification) have been
positive, many people have often been
harmed by such changes. 

MA, 2005
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5. Conclusion: achieving the twin
goals of alleviating poverty and
conserving biodiversity

Failure to protect biodiversity and
ecosystems will prevent the
achievement of MDG 7, that of
‘ensuring environmental sustainability’—
a goal already severely off-track
according to the Millennium Task Force.
In turn, not achieving MDG 7 will
seriously undermine global efforts to
meet all the other MDGs by 2015.
Many costs associated with biodiversity
loss may appear slowly or only at some
distance from where biodiversity was
lost. Without environmental
sustainability, gains will be transitory
and inequitable (UN Millennium Project,
2005). Economic growth and
development are intricately linked, in
the medium and long term, to the
sound management of environmental
resources.

Making biodiversity work for poverty
alleviation and vice versa is complex
and may only be achieved on a case-
by-case basis. 

However, a number of clear messages
emerge from this first chapter:

• The poor, but also the rest of
humanity, are heavily dependent on
biodiversity for their well-being, either
directly or indirectly.

• Biodiversity provides a route out of
poverty for poor people and poor
countries with few other economic
opportunities. However, biodiversity
conservation in itself will not contribute
to alleviating poverty unless it is
accompanied by appropriate and
specific pro-poor strategies.
• Poverty alleviation may, in certain

cases, help relieve pressure on
biodiversity. However, poverty
alleviation in itself will not contribute
to biodiversity conservation unless it
is accompanied by appropriate and
specific strategies.

• Improving governance is key to
enhancing the twin outcomes of
conservation and poverty reduction.
This requires political and institutional
changes at all levels.

• Biodiversity is under severe and
growing stress as indicated by the
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment,
which provided a common reference
and several key messages that should
be regarded as historical milestones.

• Achieving, by 2010, a significant
reduction in the rate of biodiversity
loss at all levels will require
unprecedented additional efforts.

Given Europe’s specific responsibilities
towards countries and territories of
which it is the main economic partner
and ODA provider, in which a majority
of the world’s poor live, and where
much of the planet’s remaining
biodiversity is found, the way the
European Union deals with biodiversity
in its development cooperation is of
extreme importance. This is all the
more true as it is in Europe’s self-
interest to support the sustainable
management of biodiversity in
countries that are both important
economic and ecological partners.

The European Commission (EC) as well
as Member States have made a
number of commitments in that regard,
which we shall now explore in detail.

Box 8. MA scenarios for the 21st
century

All scenarios explored in the
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment
project showed continuing rapid
conversion of ecosystems in the first
half of the 21st century. Roughly
10%–20% (low to medium certainty)
of current grassland and forestland is
projected to be converted to other
uses between now and 2050, first due
to the expansion of agriculture and, 

second, due to the expansion of cities
and infrastructure. The habitat losses
projected in the MA scenarios will lead
to global extinctions as species’
numbers approach equilibrium with
the remnant habitat. The equilibrium
number of plant species is projected
to be reduced by roughly 10%–15%
as a result of habitat loss over the
period 1970–2050 in the MA scenarios 

(low certainty), but this projection is
likely to be an underestimate as it
does not consider reductions due to
stresses other than habitat loss, such
as climate change and pollution. 
Similarly, modification of river water
flows will drive losses of fish species.

Source: 

Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005.





1. Global commitments

The European Union (EU) as well as
Member States, are parties to
numerous Multilateral Environmental
Agreements (MEAs), among which
several address biodiversity in
development cooperation issues. Three
of them can be considered as the
universal overarching framework for
this topic.

1.1. Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs)

The Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs) are eight goals to be achieved
by 2015 that respond to the world’s
main development challenges. The
MDGs are drawn from the actions and
targets contained in the Millennium
Declaration that was adopted by 189
nations and signed by 147 heads of
state and governments during the UN
Millennium Summit in September 2000.
The eight MDGs break down into 18

quantifiable targets that are measured
by 48 indicators (see Annex 5). Many of
the targets of the MDGs were first set
out by international conferences and
summits held in the 1990s. They were
later compiled and became known as
the International Development Goals.
The MDGs commit the international
community to an expanded vision of
development, one that vigorously
promotes human development as the
key to sustaining social and economic
progress in all countries, and
recognises the importance of creating a
global partnership for development.
The goals have been commonly
accepted as a framework for measuring 
development progress.

The seventh MDG focuses specifically
upon ‘ensuring environmental
sustainability’. It establishes three targets
regarding environmental sustainability
and seven indicators (Table 2). While
MDG 7 is the only goal explicitly

targeting the environment, ecosystem
services and biodiversity nonetheless
underlie the achievement of all the
Goals, including the reduction of 
poverty, hunger, child mortality, and
disease   (see Table 3).

1.2. World Summit on Sustainable
Development Plan of Implementation

Equally crucial is the Johannesburg
Plan of Implementation, adopted 
at the World Summit on Sustainable
Development in 2002. All signatories
commit to:

• Encourage and promote the
development of a 10-year framework
of programmes to accelerate the shift
towards sustainable consumption and
production.
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Chapter 2

From global concerns to European action:
Commitments from the European Union to

take on its responsibilities

We will have time to reach the
Millennium Development Goals—
worldwide and in most, or even all,
individual countries—but only if we
break with business as usual. We cannot
win overnight. Success will require
sustained action across the entire
decade between now and the deadline.
It takes time to train the teachers,
nurses and engineers; to build the
roads, schools and hospitals; to grow
the small and large businesses able to
create the jobs and income needed. So
we must start now. And we must more
than double global development
assistance over the next few years.
Nothing less will help to achieve the
Goals.

Kofi A. Annan, 
United Nations Secretary General
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1. This objective was re-emphasised at the 2005 World Summit (UN, 2005).
2. http://www.biodiv.org/doc/publications/guide.asp?id=action

Box 9. The Convention on Biological
Diversity2

In 1992, the largest-ever meeting of
world leaders took place at the United
Nations Conference on Environment and
Development in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil.
An historic set of agreements was
signed during this ‘Earth Summit’,
including two binding agreements, the 
Convention on Climate Change, which
targets industrial and other emissions of
greenhouse gases such as carbon
dioxide, and the Convention on
Biological Diversity the first global
agreement on the conservation and
sustainable use of biological diversity.
The biodiversity treaty gained rapid and
widespread acceptance. Over 150
governments signed the document at
the Rio conference, and more than 187
countries have ratified it since.

The Convention has three main goals: 

• Conservation of biodiversity;
• Sustainable use of the components of

biodiversity;
• Sharing the benefits arising from the

commercial and other utilization of
genetic resources in a fair and
equitable way.

The Convention stands as a landmark in
international law. It recognises for the
first time that the conservation of 

biological diversity is ‘a common
concern of humankind’ and is an
integral part of the development
process. The agreement covers all
ecosystems, species, and genetic
resources. It links traditional
conservation efforts with the economic
goal of using biological resources
sustainably. It sets principles for the fair
and equitable sharing of the benefits
arising from the use of genetic
resources, notably those destined for
commercial use. It also covers the
rapidly expanding field of biotechnology,
addressing technology development
and transfer, benefit-sharing and
biosafety. Importantly, the Convention is
legally binding; countries that join it are
obliged to implement its provisions.
The Convention reminds decision
makers that natural resources are not
infinite and sets out a new philosophy
for the 21st century, that of sustainable
use. While past conservation efforts 
were aimed at protecting particular
species and habitats, the Convention
recognises that ecosystems, species
and genes must be used for the benefit
of humans. However, this should be
done in a way and at a rate that does
not lead to the long-term decline of
biological diversity.
The Convention also offers decision 

makers guidance based on the
precautionary principle that where there
is a threat of significant reduction or
loss of biological diversity, lack of full
scientific certainty should not be used
as a reason for postponing measures to
avoid or minimize such a threat. The
Convention acknowledges that
substantial investments are required to
conserve biological diversity. It argues,
however, that conservation will bring us
significant environmental, economic and
social benefits in return.

Some of the many issues dealt with
under the Convention include:

• Measures and incentives for the
conservation and sustainable use of
biological diversity.

• Access and benefit sharing of genetic
resources and associated issues on
intellectual property rights.

• Access to and transfer of technology,
including biotechnology.

• Technical and scientific cooperation.
• Impact assessment.
• Education and public awareness.
• Provision of financial resources.
• National reporting on efforts to

implement treaty commitments.
• Rights of indigenous peoples and

local communities.

• Adopt new measures to consolidate
institutional arrangements for
sustainable development at
international, regional and national
levels.

• Explore the possibility of a more
coherent institutional framework to
allow more efficient environmental
governance within the UN system.

• Achieve, by 2010, a significant
reduction in the current rate of loss of
biological diversity1. 

• Encourage the application by 2010 of
the ecosystem approach for the
sustainable development of the
oceans. Maintain or restore depleted
fish stocks to levels that can produce
the maximum sustainable yield by
2015. Eliminate subsidies that
contribute to illegal, unreported and
unregulated fishing and to over-
capacity.
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1.3. Multilateral Environmental
Agreements

Thirdly, and still at the global level, a
number of MEAs have been signed
and/or ratified by the European Union,
including:

• The three Rio conventions signed at
the Earth Summit in 1992, namely the
United Nations Convention to
Combat Desertification (UNCCD)
(1992), the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC) and its Kyoto Protocol
(1997), and more importantly for our
subject, the Convention on Biological
Diversity (CBD) (see Box 9) and its
Cartagena Biosafety Protocol (2000).

• The Ramsar Convention on Wetlands
of International Importance especially
as Waterfowl Habitat, signed in 1971,
is an ntergovernmental treaty which
provides the framework for national
action and international cooperation
for the conservation and wise use of
wetlands and their resources. There
are presently 152 Contracting Parties
to the Convention, with 1,609 wetland
sites, totalling 145.8 million hectares,
designated for inclusion in the
Ramsar List of Wetlands of
International Importance.

• The Convention Concerning the
Protection of the World Cultural and
Natural Heritage (1972) links together
in a single document the concepts of

nature conservation and the
preservation of cultural properties.
The Convention recognises the way in
which people interact with nature,
and the fundamental need to preserve
the balance between the two. 
The Convention sets out the duties of
States Parties in identifying potential
sites and their role in protecting and
preserving them. The States Parties
are encouraged to integrate the
protection of the cultural and natural
heritage into regional planning
programmes, set up staff and
services at their sites, undertake
scientific and technical conservation
research and adopt measures which
give this heritage a function in the
day-to-day life of the community.

• The Convention on International
Trade in Endangered Species of Wild
Fauna and Flora (CITES, 1973/1975)
is an international agreement between
governments. Its aim is to ensure that
international trade in specimens of
wild animals and plants does not
threaten their survival. It accords
varying degrees of protection to more
than 30,000 species of animals and
plants. It provides a framework to be
respected by each of its 169 Parties,
which have to adopt their own
domestic legislation to ensure that
CITES is implemented at the national
level.

• The Convention on the Conservation
of Migratory Species of Wild Animals
(also known as CMS or Bonn
Convention, 1979) aims to conserve
terrestrial, marine and avian migratory
species throughout their range. It is
an intergovernmental treaty,
concluded under the aegis of the
United Nations Environment
Programme (UNEP), concerned with
the conservation of wildlife and
habitats on a global scale. Since the
Convention’s entry into force, its
membership has grown steadily to
include 97 today. CMS acts as a
framework convention. 

The agreements may range from legally
binding treaties (called Agreements) to
less formal instruments, such as
Memoranda of Understanding, and can
be adapted to the requirements of
particular regions.

Box 10. Actions to help the European Community address
biodiversity issues as part of economic and development
cooperation

1. To mainstream biodiversity objectives into Community
development and economic cooperation strategies and
policy dialogue with developing countries and economies in
transition. Biodiversity objectives should be integrated into
development projects across different sectors of the
economy of recipient countries, ensuring greater coherence
between Community development cooperation policy and
other Community policies, such as trade, agriculture and
fisheries

2. To support sustainable use of natural resources,
particularly in relation to forests, grasslands and
marine/coastal ecosystems

3. To strengthen the capacity of relevant agencies involved in
conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity

4. To further integrate Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) practices in development cooperation

5. To coordinate the implementation of this strategy and the
action plans emerging from it, with third country 
strategies, ensuring coherence between Community support
to third countries and the objective of these countries’ own
biodiversity strategies

6. To ensure omplementarity and coordination of policies and
approaches in Community and Member States’ aid
programmes, as well as other donors and international
institutions, particularly the Global Environment Facility (GEF)
for coherent implementation of the Convention on Biological
Diversity

7. To provide sufficient funds for biodiversity in bilateral aid
as well as in international mechanisms

Source: EC, 2001.



2. European commitments
complementing MEAs

Given its special responsibilities and
interests, the European Union has
made a number of extra commitments,
often more ambitious than these MEAs. 

2.1. A brief retrospective of European
commitments to biodiversity in
development cooperation

In 1998, the European Biodiversity
Strategy established a set of objectives
for biodiversity as well as four action
plans, including the Biodiversity Action
Plan for Economic and Development
Cooperation (BAP-EDC) (EC, 2001).
This highlights seven actions to be
taken by the European Commission
(EC) to address biodiversity as part of
its economic and development
cooperation (see Box 10).

In 2001, on the occasion of the
Gothenburg Council, the European
Union and Member States committed
to halt the loss of biological diversity by
2010. Although a worldwide objective,
it necessarily has more strength on the
EU territory, and therefore in Overseas 
Countries and Territories (OCTs) and
Outermost Regions (ORs).

During the World Summit on
Sustainable Development held in
Johannesburg in 2002, by way of a

complement to the Plan of
Implementation, the European Union
made a strong political commitment to
improve forest governance and
eliminate illegal logging through the
Forest Law Enforcement, Governance
and Trade (FLEGT) action plan. 

The Message from Malahide1 (2004,
see Annex 6) on ‘Halting the decline of
biodiversity—Priority objectives and
targets for 2010’, was another crucial
landmark. Objectives 6 on forestry, 
11 on economic and development
cooperation (Box 11), 12 on
international trade, 13 on access and
benefit sharing, 14 on property rights
for indigenous and traditional
knowledge and practices and 15 on
indicators and monitoring are all of
primary importance to biodiversity in
development cooperation.

In 2005, the Paris Declaration on Aid
Effectiveness (see Annex 7) was signed
by over 100 partner and Organization
for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) countries
(including European ODA—Overseas
Development Assistance—donors) as
well as by about 40 international and
non-governmental organizations. By
doing so, they all committed to
increase not only the volume of aid and
other development resources, but aid
effectiveness, coherence and
coordination. More specifically, 

under the section on ‘harmonization’, 
adhering countries committed to
‘promote a harmonized approach to
environmental assessments’, i.e. to
‘strengthen the application of EIAs and
deepen common procedures for
projects, including consultations with
stakeholders; and develop and apply
common approaches for ‘strategic
environmental assessment’ at the
sector and national levels3‘.

More recently, the European Consensus
on Development4 (see Annex 8)
adopted by the Council in February
2006 once again commits the European
Union to delivering more and better aid.
Its first part provides the European
Union Vision of Development, sets out
common objectives and principles for
development cooperation. The primary
and overarching objective of EU
development cooperation is the
eradication of poverty in the context of
sustainable development, building on a
set of common principles such as
ownership, partnership and in-depth
political dialogue, promoting policy
coherence for development5,
participation of civil society, 
gender equality and the need to
address state fragility. The second part
of the statement, the European
Community Development Policy,
defines how to implement the vision. It
introduces the principle of
concentration, by which nine areas
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Box 11. Objective 11 of the Message
from Malahide (2010 and earlier
targets) 

To ensure an improved and
measurable contribution of EU
economic and development
cooperation to achieving the global
target ‘to significantly reduce the
current [2002] rate of biodiversity
loss by 2010’ in support of the
Millennium Development Goals.

EU Regional and Country Strategy
Papers (RSPs/CSPs) and Sectoral
Strategy Papers have integrated
implementation of the CBD by 2007. 

Partner countries2 have integrated
implementation of the CBD in national
development strategies, including
Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers
(PRSP) by 2007. 

European Commission and Member
States’ to support implementation in
partner countries of the CBD, its work
programmes and its Biosafety Protocol,
significantly increased by 2007.

Adequate dedicated EU funding secured
to support international implementation
of the CBD where these actions fall
outside development cooperation.

All programmes and projects funded
by the European Union in partner
countries have ex ante strategic
environmental assessments (SEA) and
environmental impact assessment,
and actions are taken to prevent and
mitigate negative impacts on
biodiversity in a timely manner.

Adequate long term capacity has been
established in EU delegations and
development cooperation agencies to
sustainably achieve the above targets
by 2006.

EC and Member States cooperate and
coordinate their efforts to support the
above targets, with corresponding
reporting mechanisms by 2006. 

Effective mechanisms are in place to
enable non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) and local communities to
access EU funding and to increase
synergies between governments,
NGOs and the private sector.

1. Issued at the Stakeholders' conference 'Biodiversity and the EU-Sustaining life, sustaining livelihoods' in Malahide, Ireland.
2. The term 'partner countries' iincludes Overseas Territories.
3. Even though this commitment is not reflected in the 'Indicators of progress' and 'Targets for 2010' attached to the Declaration.
4. European Parliament, Council, Commission, 2006/C 46/01, also referred to as 'Development Policy Statement'.
5. See Com(2005) 134 Final in Annex 7.



shall be covered by European Union
ODA, including ‘environment and
sustainable management of natural
resources’. Environmental sustainability
is also one of the seven cross-cutting
issues to be mainstreamed. The
Consensus underlines in particular that:

• Two of the main comparative
advantages and added values of the
EC development cooperation are
‘ensuring policy coherence’ and
‘promoting development best
practices’;

• Stronger support for the
implementation of the CBD is
needed, by helping developing
countries integrate environment into
their development strategies;

• Efforts to combat illegal logging will
be strengthened through the FLEGT
initiative;

• The European Union will promote a
sustainable transport sectoral
approach for minimizing negative
effects on the environment;

• The European Union will implement 
a strengthened approach to
mainstreaming environmental
sustainability across EC development
efforts.

2.2. A new landmark in European
policy: Halting the loss of
Biodiversity by 2010—and beyond

The 2001 commitment to halt the loss
of biodiversity by 2010 was followed in
May 2006 by a communication from the
European Commission on ‘Halting the
loss of Biodiversity by 2010—and
beyond’ (EC, 2006b), which comes as
the European Commission answer to
the Message from Malahide. It
recognises that ‘there is a real risk of
failure to meet the global 2010 target’
of significantly reducing the current rate
of loss of biological diversity. It points
out that ‘the EU shares responsibility
for this’. Addressed to both Community
institutions and Member States, the
recommendation provides an overview
of progress in implementation of the EC
Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plans.
It reaffirms the need to enhance

funding earmarked for biodiversity in
the EC Thematic Programme for
Environment and Natural Resources
and ensures the usage of these is
targeted at biodiversity priorities. It
identifies four key policy areas for
action and, related to these, ten priority
objectives and four key supporting
measures. Their delivery clearly
requires specific actions, set out, with
related targets, in an EU Action Plan to
2010 and beyond, annexed to the
Communication (and to this paper, see
Annex 9). Policy area 2 is about ‘the EU
and global biodiversity’, involving
objectives such as ‘to substantially
strengthen support for biodiversity and
ecosystem services in EU external
assistance’, and ‘to substantially
reduce the impact of international
trade1 on global biodiversity and
ecosystem services’.

2.3. Financial ODA targets

In addition to these biodiversity-
oriented commitments, four additional
and more financial commitments to the
Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness
were made by the European Union at
the Paris High Level Forum in March
2005, among which included ‘to
channel 50% of government-to-
government assistance through country
systems, including by increasing the
percentage of our assistance provided
through budget support or swap
agreements’. As we shall see, this has
some importance as to how—through
which tools and procedures—
biodiversity may be mainstreamed in
development cooperation.

In May 20052, the European Union and
Member States also agreed on financial
targets for their development
cooperation: they will have collectively
increased their ODA level up to 0.51%
of gross national income (GNI)
individually and 0.56% of their GNI
collectively by 2010—which means an
additional sum of 20 billion euros. They
also reaffirmed their commitment to
achieving an ODA of 0.7% of their GNI
by 2015. Collectively, at least 50% of 
increases in aid volumes should be
dedicated to Africa.

Taken together, ‘these commitments
represent a serious and comprehensive
public pledge to put the EU at the
forefront of tackling the serious
environmental challenges noted above’
(Birdlife et al., 2005). In particular, the
commitment to stop the decline in
biodiversity by 2010 meets a real and
crucial need, and it matches the idea
most European citizens have of where
Europe should be. It is nonetheless an
immense challenge, against which the
environmental performance of
European development cooperation will
be examined and assessed.
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1. Including wildlife trade.
2. Document 9266/05 of May 2005 including annexes I and II. These quantitative targets were reaffirmed at the 2005 World Summit (UN, 2005).

The EU as well as most Member States
are parties to the Aarhus Convention on 
‘Access to information, public
participation in decision-making and
access to justice in environmental
matters’, which has direct implications
for EIAs and SEAs procedures and
practices.
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1. Current efforts, tools,
instruments implemented
by the European
Commission

In order to better understand endeavours
undertaken at the European Commission
(EC) level to integrate biodiversity in
development cooperation, it is essential
to first recall what the big picture is and
where the levers are.

1.1. A brief overview of
organizational arrangements for EC
development cooperation

Three entities play a key role in the
European Commission’s development
assistance: the Directorate General for
External Relations (DG RELEX), the
Directorate General for Development
(DG DEV) and the EuropeAid
Cooperation Office (AIDCO).

The Directorate General for External
Relations contributes to the formulation
of the external relations policy for the
European Union (EU), so as to enable
the EU to assert its identity on the
international scene. To this end DG
RELEX works closely with other
Directorates General, notably AIDCO,
the Humanitarian Aid Office, DGs
Development and Trade. The External
Relations Commissioner coordinates
the external relations activities of the
Commission. She is its interface with
the EU’s General Affairs and External
Relations Council (GAERC) and its
interlocutor with the High
Representative for the Common
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). 
DG RELEX is specifically responsible for:

• Relations with South Eastern Europe, 
the Caucasus and Central Asian
Republics, European countries which

are not members of the European
Union or part of the wider enlargement
process (i.e. Iceland, Liechtenstein,
Norway, Switzerland), North America,
Australia, Japan, Korea, the Middle
East and the South Mediterranean,
Latin America and Asia;

• Relations with international
organizations, i.e. United Nations, 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO), the Western European Union
(WEU), the Organization for Security
and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE),
Council of Europe;

• Commission’s participation in the
Common Foreign and Security Policy;

• Administration of more than 120 EC
delegations in third countries
(External Service).

DG DEV’s mandate is to enhance
development policies in all developing
countries worldwide. DG DEV provides
policy guidance on development policy
and oversees the programming of aid in
the ACP countries (sub-Saharan Africa,
Caribbean and Pacific) and regions,
including the African Union, as well as
the Overseas Countries and Territories 
(OCTs)1. To this end, DG DEV follows
political relations with these countries,
prepares strategies for cooperation with
them, monitors implementation,
programmes resources of the European 
Development Fund (EDF) and of
financial resources dedicated to certain
sectors and themes in support of the
development policy under the Community
budget. The most significant budget lines
are human rights, food aid/food security,
environment/tropical forests, health and
non-governmental organization (NGO)
co-financing. The implementation of
programmes funded under the budget
rests, however, with AIDCO.

As part of its efforts to reform the
management of external aid, the
Commission formally set up AIDCO 
on 1 January 2001. Its mission is to
implement the external aid instruments
of the European Commission which are
funded by the European Community
budget and the EDF. The Office is
responsible for all phases of the project
cycle (identification and appraisal of
projects and programmes, preparation
of financing decisions, implementation
and monitoring, evaluation of projects
and programmes) that are necessary to
ensure the achievement of the
objectives of the programmes
established by the Directorates General
for External Relations and Development
and approved by the Commission. It is
also involved in initiatives to improve
programming systems and their
content, to establish policy evaluation 
programmes and to develop
mechanisms for feeding back
evaluation results. Among others, this
means that AIDCO handles the
devolution to EC delegations of all
operations which can be better
managed locally, and decentralization
to beneficiary countries. It sets up the
management, supervision, support and
control systems needed to achieve
these objectives.
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Chapter 3

Tackling the challenge:
Endeavours for dealing with biodiversity in

European development cooperation

1. Development cooperation with OCTs is dealt with by DG DEV and governed by the same Cotonou Agreement as ACP countries. They have a unique status with the European Community through the 2001 Overseas Association Decision. 
EU environmental legislation and standards do not extend to them.



1.2 Existing financial instruments
(until 2006—2007) for EC
development cooperation

Until now, EC development cooperation
has been structured financially around
geographical programmes, providing
funding for implementation of country
and regional programmes (defined in
Country and Regional Strategy Papers
(CSPs/RSPs), as we shall see below),
and thematic instruments (based on 
ad hoc regulations and specific 
budget lines).

1.2.1. Geographic programmes
First and foremost, the EDF targets
mainly African, Caribbean and Pacific
(ACP) countries in the framework of the
Lomé Convention, which has been
replaced by the Cotonou Agreement1

which was signed in June 2000 and
came into force on 1 April 2003 (see
Box 12). The 21 OCTs2 benefit from the
EDF under a specific association
agreement, but their relations with the
European Union are also covered by
DG DEV. Substantial financial resources
have been committed: 13.5 billion
euros were allocated to the 9th EDF
(2000–2004) which, complemented by
the transferred balances from previous
EDFs, will cover the period until the end
of 2007 (16.4 billion euros for 2002–
2007). The 10th EDF was adopted in
June 2006 and commits over 24 billion
euros from 2008 to 2012 (see below
section on EC programming process). 

The BAP-EDC states that EDF should
allocate 5% of its resources to
environmental activities.

The Asia and Latin America (ALA)
regulation is the main legal and
financial instrument governing the EU’s
cooperation with Asian and Latin
American countries. Policy issues and
programming of aid are the responsibility
of DG RELEX, while on the basis of the
programme documents AIDCO manages
the projects from identification to
evaluation. The ALA regulation
committed respectively 1.61 and 2.98
billion euros to Latin America and Asia
between 2001 and 2005 (EC, 2006c).
The regulation stipulates in Article 5 that
10% of financial resources should be
‘set aside for projects specifically
aimed at protecting the environment, in
particular tropical forests’, in addition to
mainstreaming requirements—which
was reaffirmed by BAP-EDC.

The MEDA programme is the principal
financial instrument of the European
Union for the implementation of the
Euro-Mediterranean Partnership. The
Programme offers technical and
financial support measures to
accompany the reform of economic
and social structures in the
Mediterranean partner countries. MEDA
has a double vocation (bilateral and
regional) and applies to states, their
local and regional authorities as well as
actors of their civil society. 

Regulation 2698/2000 established
MEDA II for the period 2000–2006, with
funding amounting to about 5.35 billion
euros. The main areas of intervention
and objectives are directly derived from
those of the 1995 Barcelona
Declaration. Implementation arrange-
ments between DG RELEX and AIDCO
are the same as for ALA5.

The EU’s relations with the countries of
Eastern Europe, the South Caucasus
and Central Asia were underpinned in
1991 through a programme of technical
assistance called TACIS. The
Programme supports the process of
transition to market economies and
democratic societies in the above-
mentioned countries. In the first eight
years of operation, it committed 
a total of approximately 4.2 billion
euros of funding to projects. A Council
Regulation (No. 99/2000) adopted in
January 2000 provided assistance
totalling approximately 3.1 billion 
euros until the end of 2006 and
focused on seven key areas of activity
in the region. Similarly to ALA and
MEDA, TACIS is defined and managed
by two Directorates General within the
European Commission. DG RELEX is
responsible for political direction (such
as for negotiating the Partnership and
Cooperation Agreements) and for multi-
annual programming (Indicative
Programmes), while AIDCO is
responsible for managing the project
cycle and Annual Programmes.
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1. Relations with Cuba and South Africa are different in the sense that they do not benefit from the European EDF, although South Africa is a signatory to the Cotonou Agreement.
2. The seven Outermost Regions do not receive development aid but apply the same legislations as the countries they belong to-and are eligible for the same funding sources. However, the four French Outermost Regions (Ors) do not

enjoy the benefits of the EU's nature conservation directives (Birds and Habitats), despite their outstanding importance for biodiversity conservation on a global scale.
3. COM(96)570 Final of 20 November 1996 'Green Paper on relations between the European union and the ACP countries on the eve of the 21st century-challenges and options for a new partnership'.
4. COM(97)537 Final of 29 October 1997 'Guidelines for the negotiation of new cooperation agreements with the African, Caribbean and Pacific countries'.
5. Except for Turkey, Cyprus and Malta: cooperation with these countries is managed by DG Enlargement.

Box 12. The Lomé Convention and
Cotonou Agreement 

From 1975 until 2000 relations
between the EU and ACP countries
were governed by the regularly
adapted and updated Lomé
Convention. However, major
upheavals on the international stage,
socioeconomic and political changes
in the ACP countries, the spreading 
of poverty, resulting in instability and
potential conflict, all highlighted the
need for a re-thinking of cooperation. 

The February 2000 expiration of the
Lomé Convention provided an
opportunity for a thorough review of
the future of ACP–EU relations.
Against a background of an intensive
public debate, based on a 

Commission Green paper (1996)3 and
a discussion paper4, negotiations
started in September 1998 and were
successfully concluded in early
February 2000. The new ACP–-EC
agreement was signed on 23 June
2000 in Cotonou, Benin and was
concluded for a 20-year period from
March 2000 to February 2020.

The Cotonou Agreement is a global
agreement introducing radical changes
and ambitious objectives while
preserving the acquis of 25 years of
ACP–EU cooperation. It is based on 
five interdependent pillars with the
underlying objective of the fight
against poverty: an enhanced political 

dimension, increased participation, a
more strategic approach to 
cooperation focusing on poverty
reduction, new economic and trade
partnerships and improved financial
cooperation.

The Cotonou Agreement provides for
a revision clause which foresees that
the Agreement is adapted every five
years. In accordance with this clause,
negotiations to revise the Agreement
were launched in May 2004 and
concluded on 23 February 2005. The
overriding objective of the revision
process was to enhance the
effectiveness and quality of the
ACP–EU partnership.



Finally, a number of pre-accession aid
programmes exist, such as:

• CARDS (Community Assistance for
Reconstruction, Development and
Stabilization), adopted through
Council Regulation No. 2666/2000 
and targeting the Western Balkans. 
It supports the participation of these
countries1 in the stabilization and
association process. 

• Phare (Coopération de l’UE vers les
pays d’Europe centrale et orientale).

• ISPA (Instrument for Structural
Policies for Pre-Accession).

• SAPARD (Special Accession
Programme for Agriculture and Rural
Development).

1.2.2. Thematic instruments for
environment and natural resources
Thematic instruments allow other
actions in partner countries, which are
additional to and should be coherent
with actions funded under the
geographical instruments. Council
Regulations EC No. 2493/2000 on
‘measures to promote the full
integration of the environmental
dimension in the development process
of developing countries’, and No. 
2494/2000 on ‘measures to promote
the conservation and sustainable
management of tropical forests and
other forests in Developing Countries’,
are budget lines that were first created
in 1992 to implement pilot actions and
strategic studies. The former was

allocated a budget of 93 million euros
for 2000–2006 while the latter received
249 million euros for the same period.
They were merged in 2001 into budget
line 21 02 05. The emphasis of this new
budget line is on work in developing
countries that fosters sustainable forest
management and environmental
protection. Allocations are made both
through calls for proposals aimed at
NGOs, among others, and by way of
targeted projects undertaken by
intergovernmental organizations in
support of EC policy objectives. Of the
218 million euros spent between 2000
and 2004, 10% were allocated to
biodiversity, 39% to forests and 2% to
oceans and fisheries.

An additional support of 53 million
euros between 2000 and 2006 is being
provided through the LIFE–Third
Countries Programme, a part of EC
Regulation No. 1682/2004 which
expires at the end of 2006. It is active
in non-EU countries around the
Mediterranean and Baltic seas and
helps to establish the capacities and
administrative structures needed in the
environmental sector and in the
development of environmental policy
and action programmes. Priority is
given to projects that promote
cooperation at trans-frontier, 
transnational or regional levels. 

The European Commission’s
International Environment budget line
07 02 01 commits between 6 and 8
million euros a year, of which an
increasing share (currently about 2

million euros) is needed for regular
contributions for the core costs of
Multilateral Environmental Agreements
(MEAs). The legal basis for regular
contributions is provided by the
decisions on EC ratification while the
rest of the line is based on the Annual
Work Programme of DG Environment.
The budget line supports global and
European regional MEAs and other
international environmental processes.
For example, using the budget line and
other resources, the European
Commission pays for preparatory
analytical work required for
negotiations, helps developing
countries to participate in
environmental meetings, and holds
dialogues with key partners on major
issues.

1.3. EC development aid reform and
new financial architecture

The recent aid reform (EC, 2004)
resulted in a new financial architecture
aimed at rationalizing and simplifying
the current legislative framework
governing external actions of the
Community.

Not changing are the geographical
programmes, which continue to be the
privileged framework for Community
cooperation with third countries
although their funding structure is 
modified. For example, the 24 billion
Euros allocated to the 10th EDF
represent an increase of about 35 % on
the 9th EDF.
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1. Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Serbia and Montenegro, including Kosovo, under United Nations Security Council Resolution 1244 of 10 June 1999, and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia.

Figure 3. Evolution of regional breakdown in EC commitments managed by AIDCO - Source: EC, 2006c.



However, the European Commission
has proposed a set of six new
instruments under the Financial
Perspectives 2007 to 2013. Three of
these instruments are of a horizontal
nature (i.e. they are potentially relevant
to all countries) and will respond to
particular needs and circumstances:

• The Instrument for Stability, a new
instrument designed to provide an
adequate response to instability and
crises and to longer term challenges
with a stability or security aspect. It
will provide assistance to establish
the necessary conditions for the
implementation of the policies
supported by the IPA, EPNI and the
DCECI (see below).

• The Instrument for Humanitarian Aid,
which remains unchanged except that
all food aid of a humanitarian nature
will be included under humanitarian
aid instead of being dealt with under
a separate regulation.

• The Instrument for Macro Financial
Assistance, which remains unchanged.

The other three instruments are
designed to implement specific policies
and have a defined geographical
coverage:

• Instrument for Pre-Accession
Assistance (IPA): covers the candidate
and potential candidate countries and
is driven by the accession and pre-
accession framework. This instrument
for pre-accession will replace a range
of existing instruments (PHARE, ISPA,
SAPARD, CARDS, etc).

• The European Neighbourhood and
Partnership Instrument (ENPI): covers
countries targeted by the European
Neighbourhood Policy, i.e. the
countries of the south and eastern
Mediterranean (the MEDA countries),
the Western NIS and the countries of
the southern Caucasus, and Russia.

• Development Cooperation and
Economic Cooperation Instrument
(DCECI): this policy covers, in
particular, all countries territories and
regions that are not eligible for

assistance under either the IPA or the
EPNI. The purpose of the Community’s
Development Cooperation and
Economic Cooperation policy is to
support development, economic,
financial, scientific and technical
cooperation with the partner countries
and regions. The DCECI will be the
main vehicle for supporting developing
countries in their efforts to achieve the
MDGs.

These three main instruments are policy
driven and have, as a consequence,
particular geographical implications and
coverage. In future, they will provide
the basic legislative acts for
Community expenditure in support of
external cooperation programmes,
including appropriate thematic
programmes, and will replace, inter alia,
the existing thematic regulations.

In order to complement geographical
programmes, the Commission has
defined a number of thematic
programmes. A thematic programme
for the environment and sustainable 
management of natural resources,
including energy, was proposed and
has recently been agreed to address
the environmental dimension of
external policy, especially development
policy, and promote the European
Union’s environmental and sustainable
energy policy abroad (EC, 2006a).
Funded by the DCECI and the ENPI,
the programme will cover all
geographical regions except the pre-
accession and potential candidate
countries.

1.4. Programming EC development
cooperation

1.4.1. EC programming policy
At a general level, programming is based
on a number of existing policy documents
such as the Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs) communications package1,
Paris Declaration2, European Consensus
on Development3, Strategies for Africa4

and the Pacific, etc. New communications
are in the final stages of preparation on
Migration5 and the Caribbean.

The fundament of the cooperation
assistance programming cycle is the
CSP, or the RSP at the regional level.
Their preparation is a shared
responsibility between the EC (DG
RELEX or DEV depending on countries)
and its delegations on the one hand,
and partner countries on the other
hand. In the specific case of OCTs,
development assistance is based on
Single Programming Documents (SPD)
adopted jointly between the OCTs and
the European Commission. 

The ‘policy mix’ adopted in the GAERC
conclusions of May 2005 has identified
twelve EU policy areas that are of
particular importance for attaining the
MDGs. On each of these 12 subjects
(of which one is environment) the
Council has agreed on a ‘policy
coherence for development’6

commitment that needs to be ensured.
Partner countries/regions and
delegations make use of the thematic
and coherence programming fiches and
the more detailed sector and thematic
guidelines and policy documents.
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Box 13. Main steps of the 10th EDF programming exercise

February 2006 Start of the programming exercise
February–March 2006 Commissioner for Development meets

National/Regional Authorizing Officers to discuss
programming approach and priorities during
programming seminars in the region

July 2006 Submission of draft CSPs to EC headquarters
September–November 2006 Country Team Meetings
October–December 2006 Screening by the interservice Quality Support

Group (iQSG)
Validation by Commissioner for Development

January–March 2007 Inter-service consultation
February–April 2007 EDF Committee
March–May 2007 Commission decisions
April–June 2007 Signature of CSPs
January 2008 Beginning of implementation

1. COM/2005/132 , 133, and 134.
2. High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness, Paris, 28/2-2/3/2005.
3. COM/2005/311.
4. COM/2005/489.
5. COM/2005/390.
6. COM/2005/134.



1.4.2. EC programming principles
The European Consensus on
Development (European Parliament,
Council, Commission, 2006) provides in
its first part a set of common principles
such as ownership, partnership and 
in-depth political dialogue, promoting
policy coherence for development,
participation of civil society, gender
equality and the need to address state
fragility. The second part of the
statement, the European Community
Development Policy, defines how to
implement the common vision and in
particular introduces the principle of
concentration, by which nine 
areas shall be covered by EU Overseas
Development Assistance (ODA),
including ‘environment and sustainable
management of natural resources’.

The Commission has required that only
two1 focal sectors be selected per
country, among the nine concentration
areas2 mentioned in the European
Consensus on Development. The
choice of the concentration areas ‘shall
flow from the partner country/region
policy priorities, the dialogue with the
partner country/region and with the
donor community, the analysis of 
needs and priorities, the Community’s
policy priorities, the assessment of
comparative advantages of the
Commission (based on past and
present cooperation) and other donors
and the Commission’s implementation
capacity’.

At the beginning of the programming
exercise, each partner country is
informed of an initial and indicative
financial allocation. During the
programming dialogue, the partner
country and the Commission shall
agree on the policy objectives, policy
commitments, and governance reform
commitments of the government
concerned. Depending on the outcome
of the dialogue and the level of
commitment that the government
enters into, the Commission proposes
to either confirm the indicative
allocation through formal notification or,
in countries/regions with good
governance performance, a proven
absorption capacity and where during
the programming dialogue the partner
country/region has demonstrated a

commitment to economic, political and
sectoral reforms and results, to notify a
financial allocation exceeding the initial
indicative amount.

1.4.3. EC programming process
Depending on countries and in
collaboration with them, DG RELEX or
DEV are responsible for designing
national and regional indicative
programmes, and defining the main
goals, guidelines and priority sectors of
Community support in the fields
concerned. Based on this input, AIDCO
establishes the annual financing plans
which contain a list of the projects for
financing and are generally adopted
annually. AIDCO then manages the
projects and programmes from the
identification to the evaluation phase.

ALA countries, countries covered by
the European Neighbourhood Policy,
and Russia, are already at the final
stage of their second generation
(2007–2013) programming exercise.
Meanwhile, ACP countries are currently
in the middle of this exercise. By way of
an (important) example we will describe
in detail the process involved—which is
similar for other regions.

The 9th EDF expires on 31 December
2007. Therefore, implementation of the
new Country and Regional Strategy
Papers should commence on 1 January
2008. This means that CSPs and RSPs
should be signed in the first semester
of 2007 for implementation to start on 1
January 2008. This explains why the
programming exercise started in early
2006 (see Box 13). Partner countries,
regions and delegations simultaneously
carry out the national and regional 9th
EDF end-of term review and the 10th
EDF programming exercise, so that
they have a chance to maximize
synergies between those processes.

The Common Framework for Country
Strategy Papers was being revised at
the time the current report was being
prepared. Its implementation will be
progressive: since Asia and Latin
America as well as countries covered
by the European Neighbourhood Policy
and Russia are well advanced in their
multi-annual programming exercise,
they do not have the possibility to

incorporate new guidance from this
framework before their mid-term review 
process in 2010. The timing should on
the contrary be perfect for ACP
countries to implement this new
Common Framework in the process
described above.
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1. Countries with an envelope of less than 40 million euros should programme aid in one concentration area only.
2. Trade and regional integration; the environment and the sustainable management of natural resources; infrastructure, communications and transport; water and energy; rural development, territorial planning, agriculture and food

security; governance, democracy, human rights and support for economic and institutional reforms; conflict prevention and fragile states; human development; social cohesion and employment.

The EC recently funded a Strategic
Environmental Assessment of the
Regional Development Plan in Maldives.
A seminar for DG RELEX family staff is
foreseen to disseminate the results of
the study and to illustrate how
environmental soundness of national
plans can be tested in the context of
national planning relating to EC
cooperation in a non-environmental
field.



1.4.4 Dealing with environmental
issues while programming EC ODA
The 2006 European Consensus on
Development (European Parliament,
Council, Commission, 2006) states that
‘the environment and the sustainable
management of natural resources’
should be considered both as a
separate concentration area as well as
a cross-cutting issue to be
mainstreamed in EC funded CSPs.
While the extent to which the former is
taken into account depends on the
outcomes of the EC/partner countries’
dialogue, the latter is compulsory.

Environmental Integration1 is important
in the whole of the Operations Cycle for
any aid delivery modality, including for
the Sector Wide Approach (SWAp) and
budgetary support. Different tools,
mechanisms and approaches for
environmental integration are available
at the different stages, the main ones
being (see also Figure 4)2:

Identification 
Green logical framework 
Environmental appraisal of project
proposals
Environmental impact assessment
screening 

Formulation 
Environmental impact assessment
Environmental integration in the
feasibility study 
Environmental integration in the
financing proposal

Implementation 
Implementation of environmental
management plan
Good environmental practices in
project implementation

Evaluation
Environmental integration in the
evaluation criteria

The new CSP/RSP format mentioned
above, in its provisional version of
February 2006, includes a section on
the ‘Environmental situation’, based on
a ‘Country/Regional Environmental
Profile’ (CEP/REP, see Annex 10) a
summary of which is to be annexed to
the core document3. Such CEPs have
already been prepared for all ‘RELEX
countries’ by the EC delegations, desk
officers or consultants, and are
annexed to new CSPs. CEPs are 
currently being elaborated for all ACP
countries as part of the CSP designing
process. In addition, Strategic
Environmental Assessments (SEAs)
and, where necessary, Environmental
impact Assessments (EIAs), are
encouraged (see for example BAP-
EDC).

The new format also has a section on
‘Other EC policies’ which can play a
crucial role for biodiversity conservation.
Since non-development policies have
at least as much impact as development
cooperation itself, the principle of
consistency requires special attention
in so far as these other policies can
contribute to the country’s development
process, or can adversely affect the
partner country. It must then be
specified what measures should be
taken to limit such effects. This section
addresses the following EU policy
areas: trade, the environment, climate
change, security, agriculture, fish, the
social dimension of globalization,
employment and decent work, migration,
research and innovation, the information
society, transport and energy.

1.4.5. Implementation modalities
The funding of projects remains the
main aid delivery mechanism, and
beyond, the prevailing paradigm of
ODA. However, EC development
assistance can be provided through
various other implementation modalities
or instruments such as budget support,
sector programme support and
contribution agreements (for cooperation
with regional or international
organizations). The country-specific
situation and the cooperation possibilities
in the selected focal intervention areas
shall influence the choice of the
delivery instrument. At the same time,
the possibility to use more efficient
delivery mechanisms may influence the
selection of the focal intervention area.

It should be underlined that like most
donors in recent years, the European
Commission has engaged more and
more extensively in budget support and
sector programme support. These are
relatively new aid modalities which are
increasingly supported in international
commitments as they are able, under
certain circumstances and in specific
contexts, to offer alternatives to the
project/programme approach, the limits
of which have been documented
throughout development cooperation
history.

1.5. Conclusion

This synthesis shows that, at least,
numerous policies, regulations, tools
and instruments exist that may allow
biodiversity to be both directly
supported and mainstreamed in EC 
development cooperation. Significant
resources are allocated to this
objective.
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1. http://www.environment-integration.org/EN/D112_ProjectCycleManagement.htm
2. This figure describes the project cycle, not the programming phase (CEP, CSP, NIP) nor sector/budget support approaches. It is so far only a proposal from the Environment Helpdesk for development cooperation.
3. The Strategy Paper must also reflect the degree to which all other issues recognised as cross-cutting (children, gender equality, HIVS/AIDS, culture, capacity building and institutional development) have been mainstreamed.
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Figure 4. Integrating environment in the EC project cycle



2. Current efforts, tools,
instruments implemented
by EU Member States1

2.1. Geographical distribution and
thematic allocation

In general, development cooperation
provided by Member States covers all
continents and the vast majority of
eligible developing countries—although
none of the Member States provides 
assistance to all countries. Where each
EU Member decides to concentrate its
efforts obviously depends on a wide
range of parameters, including history
(especially colonial history), cultural and
language-related connections, strategic
priorities. Some prefer focusing on least
developed countries, others on countries
which are most likely to make the best
use of funding, etc. However, according
to information we were able to gather,
no Member State providing ODA is
totally absent from Africa. As an
example, regional allocation of Member 
States’ ODA in 2001–2002 was as
follows (Montes & Migliorisi, 2004):
Africa—South of the Sahara 46%, Latin
America and Caribbean 13%, South
and Central Asia 11%, other Asia and 
Oceania 10%, Middle East and North
Africa 10%, Europe 10%. As far as
biodiversity is concerned, Brazil, and to

a lesser extent the Congo Basin, seem
to be attracting the greatest share of
available resources.

Projects with biodiversity as a primary
objective have historically concentrated
to a large extent on terrestrial protected
areas and tropical rainforests. Over the
last decade, the focus has extended to
marine protected areas and, more
significantly, has shifted to approaches 
placing the sustainable use of
biodiversity at their centre: access and
benefits sharing, biodiversity–poverty
linkages, indigenous peoples’
empowerment, forest concessions 
certification, payment of ecosystem
services, agro-biodiversity of cultivated
plants and domesticated animal species.

2.2. Financial patterns
As we warned in the introduction,
gathering comparable and systematic
financial data for all Member States’
cooperation turned out to be difficult
within the framework of this report and 
the Biodiversity in European
Development Cooperation (BEDC)
conference preparation, especially data
covering recent years (2004–2005).
Comparisons between donor countries 
are made even more challenging by
their unequal contributions to a number
of multilateral mechanisms and
organizations such as UN agencies,
European geographic programmes 
(EDF, etc), IUCN (with which e.g. the
French and Swedish governments have
signed multi-year framework
agreements) and the GEF. For instance,
Germany contributes about 12% of 
the overall GEF, of which 40% is spent
on biodiversity. Therefore, it can be
estimated that during the period
1991–2006, Germany provided
approximately 295 million euros to GEF 
biodiversity projects.
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Table 4. Austrian CBD marked projects 1998—2004 (disbursements, in million euros)

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 Total 1998-2004

Specific (Code 2) 0.40 1.40 1.21 3.03 3.28 2.48 2.96

Integrated (Code 1) 1.08 1.92 1.59 2.38 1.44 0.92 2.12

UNCBD total 1.48 3.32 2.80 5.41 4.72 3.40 5.07 25.8

1. As explained in the Introduction, because both data and time were lacking, it was clearly not possible to go into as much detail for each Member State's bilateral cooperation as we did for the European Commission. Therefore, we
made the choice to give a general overview of the situation, and to focus on highlighting what we thought was worth discussing from the perspective of the BEDC conference.

There are several countries where
payments for ecosystem services are
now being implemented. In Costa Rica,
for example, a nationwide system has
been experimented with since 1996,
based on recognition by the Forest Law
of four services provided by different
forest ecosystems in private lands
(Campos, Alpízar, Louman & Parrotta,
2005). The German government and the
GEF provided support to this initiative.

Box 14. Peru’s Fondo Nacional para
Areas Naturales Protegidas por el
Estado (PROFONANPE)

In 1996, Peru consolidated its national
debt which amounted to 7,585 million
euros, of which 80% was eligible for
swaps. The Fondo Nacional para Areas
Naturales Protegidas por el Estado
(PROFONANPE) is Peru’s first private
environmental fund. The main conditions
for candidate projects are followed by a
‘Debt Swap Protocol’, and include: the
signing of a project implementation
agreement by the financial ministry, the
donor country and the fund manager of
PROFONANPE; the signing of a fund
transfer agreement between the finance
ministry and PROFONANPE; and a bank
deposit for the negotiated counter value
funds. To date PROFONANPE has
negotiated swaps with Germany,
Canada, Finland and the USA, totalling
27.8 million euros. This has allowed
PROFONANPE to fund biodiversity
conservation and sustainable
development programmes in 28
protected areas.



Even if they do not give any idea of
aggregated resources at stake at the
European level, two countries which
provided us with financial information
based on Rio Markers are interesting 
in that they show how these OECD
tools can be used:

• The case of Austria is reported in
Table 4.

• Belgium roughly disbursed, over five
years (2001–2004), 4.62 million euros
on Code 2 projects, and 81 million
euros on Code 1 projects—which
accounts for respectively 0.18% and
3.11% of Belgium’s total evelopment
cooperation budget.

2.3. Financial trends and targets

In general, ODA from European
Member States is increasing, while
allocation by sector is more and more
delegated to embassies and to partner
countries. Actually, with most Member
States not having set financial targets,
funding for biodiversity seems to be
under pressure (Figure 5), with Code 2
projects stagnating and Code 1 projects
increasing slowly.

Two specific cases are worth
highlighting:

• The Netherlands have committed to
spend 0.1% of their GDP for nature
and environment in developing
countries.

• France has set up a dedicated financial
instrument—a ‘French GEF’ (FFEM)—
which by March 2006 had 69 projects
running for about 80 million euros
(yearly average expenditure: 10 million
euros), covering the same focal areas
as the GEF. Although such an initiative
clearly has heavy administrative and
management costs, it allows funding
for biodiversity to be less dependent
on case-by-case agreements between
embassies and recipient countries.

55

Since the early 1990s, environmental
and resource conservation projects
have accounted for 15 to 27 percent of
the total resources deployed each year
on German development cooperation
activities. Funding for biodiversity in 
development cooperation reached 70
million euros in 2004.

Figure 5. Biodiversity-related aid commitments 1998–2000 by 19 members of the OECD/DAC

Source: OECD/DAC.

Box 15. Conservation and
sustainable management of natural
resources in Mongolia

This 5-million euro project over the
period covering 2002–2006 supports
the government of Mongolia in
harnessing natural resources’ potential
to develop the economy and improve
the social situation of the population,
while preventing destruction of natural
resources. Germany supports the
Mongolian Ministry of Environment and
the State Specialized Inspection
Agency, who are responsible for
implementation of the project. The
Embassy of The Netherlands in Beijing
provides financial support to the
project as a form of silent partnership
agreement (SPA).

The aims are: (1) to foster organizational
development of local and regional
administrations at the target group level;
(2) to develop models for monitoring
wildlife and other natural resources; (3) to
identify and promote income-generating
activities for local people, such as milk
processing, felt manufacture, leather-
goods production, tea and medicinal
plant processing; (4) to develop a
strategy for public awareness; and (5) to
elaborate a legal framework.

This successful co-financing experience
between Germany and The Netherlands
has lead to another joint project in the
Khangai region.



2.4. Procedures, instruments,
implementation modalities and
approaches for addressing
biodiversity issues

2.4.1. Procedures and instruments
for mainstreaming
Our information confirms that conducting
EIAs for non-environmental projects is
now a widespread practice. It is
generalized and standardized in most
Member States’ cooperation
procedures—which does not necessarily
mean that it is always undertaken in an
appropriate manner. On the contrary,
SEAs still appear to be more at a
piloting phase: with some noticeable
exceptions (The Netherlands, Sweden,
UK), most Member States do not seem
to carry out SEAs in a standardized and
systematic way. However, comparisons
here are difficult since some Member
States have a very broad understanding
of what an SEA is—almost any
environmental integration into a strategic
document sometimes seems to fall under
this category.

It is also interesting to remark that
several Member States draw up their
own CEPs for the countries where they
provide ODA. Among respondents to
our questionnaire, only Belgium 
explicitly uses the European
Commission’s CEP. Experiences and
needs vary considerably between
Member States. For example, the
Swedish International Cooperation
Development Agency (SIDA) finds it
more useful and relevant to produce
short fact sheets on environment–
poverty linkages (rather than
environmental profiles per se). These
fact sheets directly relate to core
Swedish development cooperation
concerns, and when useful draw on 
other documentation available
(including CEPs).
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Box 16. Indigenous honeybees in the
Himalayas—promoting partnerships
with rural development organizations
in the Hindu Kush–Himalayan region
(Austrian Development Agency)

This 3-million euro project (1993–2007)
targets the following countries in the
Himalaya–Hindu Kush Region, i.e.
Nepal, India, Pakistan, Bangladesh and
Afghanistan. Funded by the Austrian
Development Agency, the project aims
to contribute to increasing the income
of marginalized rural populations
(mountain women and men) by
promoting conservation and sustainable
management of indigenous honeybees
through strengthening partnerships
with rural development organizations,
technical institutions and international
agencies. In addition, the project
contributes to the income and
conservation of biodiversity and
sustainable management of mountain
agriculture through pollination services,
as natural pollination has become a
major problem in many areas.

This project has taken a long-term and
regional approach to promoting the
sustainable exploitation of Himalayan
indigenous honeybees, and to
understanding and developing this 
little-known sector. Apiculture offers real
possibilities for the creation of sustainable
livelihoods (through honey and wax
production, crop pollination), while
maintaining biodiversity and providing
incentives for the conservation of
habitats. In the current phase the project
is about to be scaled up to include rural
development networks/ organizations
and community-based organizations
(CBOs). This innovative module of
development plans to organize and
stimulate a partnership of CBOs, focal
technical institutions on a country level,
rural development organizations and the
International Centre for Integrated
Mountain Development.

The EC wishes to share experience and
best practice among Member States’ 

foreign affairs staff on how
environment/sustainable development
matters can be successfully integrated

in their everyday work. DG RELEX
considers e.g. sharing some of the best

examples of CEPs as showcases. In
order to address environmental matters

in a systematic way, bilateral
cooperation could benefit from the use

of already assembled data and
proposed range of action.
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2.4.2. Other funding modalities
As with the European Commission, the
project is still the prevailing organizational
paradigm for delivering support to
biodiversity conservation. However,
Member States appear to be 
increasingly involved in the following
modalities.

Trust funds are often perceived
enthusiastically as able to circumvent the
well-known shortcomings of projects,
especially to sustain the financing of
protected areas systems in developing
countries. In Madagascar, Conservation
International (CI), the Worldwide Fund for
Nature (WWF), the World Bank, the GEF,
France (AFD, FFEM) and Germany (KfW)
have joined forces to support the
Protected Areas Foundation. Some 24
million euros (50% of the target) have
already been collected to establish a
trust fund which will bear recurrent costs
of managing protected areas. Other trust
funds have been created for forests in
the Democratic Republic of Congo
(funding from the European Commission,
Belgium, France and the World Bank),
and for protected areas in Peru, where
Finland supports the Peruvian Trust Fund
for National Parks and Protected Areas.
However, some Member States, as well
as the European Commission, are still
facing administrative and juridical
restrictions to joining trust funds.

Debt-for-nature swaps are also
developing—although less quickly—as
illustrated by the Peruvian case
(Box 14).

Direct budget support and sector
support are a strong recent trend in
many countries where the governance
context allows it. Nevertheless, to the
best of our knowledge, it has not as 
yet reached the environmental sector.

2.4.3. Sustainable use approaches
Finally, and coming back to the
thematic allocation of biodiversity
efforts that were described 
previously, we shall give a few
examples of sustainable use
approaches that we came across.

For instance, the projects ‘Conservation
and sustainable management of natural
resources in Mongolia’ (see Box 15)
and ‘Indigenous honeybees in the
Himalayas—promoting partnerships
with rural development organizations in
the Hindu Kush–Himalayan Region’
(Box 16), illustrate clearly the tendency
to deal with biodiversity issues through
its sustainable use within a rural
development framework. Another
interesting example is the project on
‘Sustainable use of forest resources in
the Guyana Shield’ (Box 17). In addition
to the sustainable use approach, it
illustrates other tendencies like

implementing projects through
international NGOs (in this case, WWF),
supporting forest certification, and
most importantly strengthening OCTs’
regional integration.

The first and latter projects also tend to
show that Member States increasingly
join forces (Germany and The
Netherlands, France and The
Netherlands).

Box 17. Sustainable use of forest
resources in Guyana Shield

This 5-million euro project, funded by
the French GEF, WWF, The Netherlands
and Surinam, aims to contribute to the
protection of forests on the Guyana
Shield by promoting sustainable uses
of natural resources for the benefit of
local communities. 

The project’s results will be: socio-
economical, by optimizing and
diversifying incomes from forest
products and tourism; ecological, with
the conservation of vast areas that are
home to numerous endemic and
migratory species of global
significance; institutional, by
developing the capacity of
administrations in charge of forests
and protected areas.

Beyond the intrinsic ecological value of
the area at stake, an important added
value of the project is to improve and
strengthen relations between the three
Guyanas (including French OCTs), as
well as between them and their Latin
American neighbours.

This project has already succeeded
beyond expectations in obtaining FSC
certification for  570,000 of the 1.6
million-hectare Barama concession—
the largest ever certified area in the 
world. Other concessions are currently
involved in certification processes.
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Despite the many success stories
documented around the world, most
observers agree that European
development cooperation is unlikely to
achieve its biodiversity-related 
commitments. As we shall see, past
actions have yielded significant benefits
but are far from enough. What is more,
European development cooperation is
often assessed as contributing to
biodiversity loss more than to its
sustainable management. 

Non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) have on several occasions
expressed their concern, as stated for 
example by a coalition of them in 2005
(Birdlife et al, 2005): ‘sadly the gap
between commitment and action
widens as environmental trends
continue to worsen’. In the same 
perspective, WWF (2005b) noted ‘an
enormous gap between EU rhetoric, EC
policy and on-the-ground practice. EC
aid programming must be radically
improved in order to honour the 
full range of political commitments that
the EU has made to address
environmental concerns. 

In many cases, EC aid, through its
support to macro-economic changes,
has actually worsened the situation of
the poor, not to mention exacerbated
environmental problems’.

However, NGOs are not the only
organizations to deliver such worrying
assessments. In 2005, the European
Court of Auditors pointed out that ‘the
most recent [OECD peer] review 
in 2002 noted a distinct gap between
policy and practice in environmental
mainstreaming in the Commission’. And
the Court’s audit itself strongly
reinforces the disappointing analysis, 
as we shall see on various occasions in
the following sections.

Drawing on numerous external or
internal reports that have been released
in the last few years, we will now offer a
more detailed analysis of this failure, of
its driving forces and explanatory
factors. We will also provide
suggestions as to how each item of the
diagnosis may be transformed into
positive action.
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Chapter 4

Nearing the target:
How to put the European Union 

back on track to reach its commitments

1. Missing the target: 
a worrying overall

diagnosis



2. A converging body of
deficiencies which outline 

the way forward

2.1. Insufficient projects/programmes
with biodiversity as primary or
secondary objective

The European Union (EU) has funded
many projects that have as their
primary objective biodiversity
conservation. Achieving the 2010
target—to which Europe voluntarily 
committed—clearly requires huge
funding and, as stated by the
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment
(MA), an unprecedented effort. 

Nevertheless, despite commitments
and alarming global biodiversity
assessments, the impression is rather
one of ‘business as usual’: as noted by
Birdlife et al. (2005) about the European
Commission (EC), it ‘has not mobilized
resources on a scale anywhere near
sufficient to allow the EC to play the
leadership role that is expected. In fact,
less than 0.15% of the EC’s total
external actions budget is allocated
towards environmental priorities’. For
instance, the obligation (as mentioned
in Chapter 3) for the Asia and Latin
America (ALA) regulation to set aside
10% of its financial resources to
projects ‘specifically aimed at
protecting the environment, in particular
tropical forests’, has not been fulfilled.
On the whole, funding for biodiversity is
increasing steadily but so are 
destructive driving forces. Efforts are
being undertaken but the direction in
which we are heading remains
unchanged.

Part of the explanation lies in a lack of
awareness and interest at various levels
of decision making. But this is
articulated with organizational issues
that should also be tackled. 
Regulations 2493/2000 and 2494/2000
have indeed ensured some funding for
biodiversity, but the European Court of
Auditors (2005) found that ‘their
existence has sometimes been 
given as a reason by Commission
services for not funding the
environment sector through CSPs
[Country Strategy Papers]’—a risk
recognised by the European
Commission in a recent Communication1.

Another pattern of biodiversity efforts in
the EU development cooperation
context is that they are usually of a
pilot nature. For various reasons, small-
scale experiments are often preferred
to large-scale replication of success
stories. If the former are of undeniable
importance to foster our common
understanding of biodiversity–poverty
linkages, ‘going to scale’ is nonetheless
crucial—and will rarely happen without
appropriate support. Key to this 
is learning from previous efforts both in
terms of successes and failures.

Moreover, the rapid decline of the
environment on the development
agenda ‘in part has to do with changes
in the mechanisms for giving aid’. As
noted above, ‘more and more donors
are moving away from supporting
“projects” and are providing Budget
Support to developing countries’
governments—to be spent according to
the government’s priorities. These 
priorities are generally articulated in
Poverty Reduction Strategy papers
(PRSPs), few of which feature
biodiversity or the environment in a
significant way’ (Roe & Elliott, 2005).
This leads directly to the twin issue of
the EU policy/country-driven dilemma.
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Suggestions for discussion:

Intensify and upscale initiatives with
biodiversity as a primary or
secondary objective
The European Union may find ways to
make sure that funding for biodiversity
is commensurate with the need for an
unprecedented effort diagnosed by the
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment.
Biodiversity protection could be funded
by geographical programmes within
Country Strategy Papers/Regional
Strategy Papers (CSPs/RSPs) (or the 
equivalent for Member States), and not
only through thematic instruments. In
order to overcome the country-
driven/European policy dilemma, to find
the ‘breathing space’ for biodiversity
activities through dialogue with partner
countries, the following might be 
considered:

• Convince and raise awareness among
European development policy makers
and cooperation planners so that they
themselves become biodiversity
advocates.

• Allow appropriate participation of
European and partner countries’ civil
society in major stages of
development cooperation planning.

• Stimulate the demand for cooperation
agencies to address biodiversity and
natural resources issues in partner
countries. This may entail awareness
raising and capacity building in
various administrations, appropriate
representation and participation of
civil society in development
cooperation planning at all stages of
the project and policy cycle.

• Use Country Environmental
Profiles/Regional Environmental
Profiles (CEPs/REPs) or national
equivalents as tools to highlight the
importance of undertaking specific
actions for biodiversity, with regards
to their indirect benefits to the poor.

• Develop sustainable, beyond-projects
sources of funding for biodiversity
(such as trust funds or payment for
ecosystem services).

• Support initiatives that favour the
replication and up-scaling of success

stories, for example by investing in
learning networks such as the
Poverty–Environment Partnership
(PEP) or the Poverty and
Conservation Learning Group.

• Support the establishment of long-
term partnerships between Member
States and international, national and
local NGOs aiming at protecting
biodiversity.

2.2. The EU policy/ country-driven
dilemma

We have mentioned demand-driven
criteria as one of the most important
programming principles for the EC and
Member States. Therefore, to a certain
degree, the extent to which the priority
given to environmental expenditure
under the European Consensus on 
Development is actually implemented
depends on whether beneficiary
countries select environment as a
priority focal sector. Since biodiversity
is usually not high on their agenda, it 
is often difficult to obtain their support
for biodiversity projects1. This is a real
dilemma that is faced by all
Organization for Economic Cooperation
and Development (OECD) countries—
increasingly as they try to move both to
bottom-up approaches to projects and
to more direct budget support.

Nevertheless, the European Court of
Auditors points out that ‘whatever the
position of beneficiary countries on
environmental issues, the Commission
is responsible and accountable for
seeking to ensure its policies are
implemented’—which is equally
applicable to Member States.
Biodiversity sustainable management
being one of its strong political 
commitments, the European Union
does not have any alternative but to
find ‘breathing space’ for biodiversity
activities through its dialogue with
partner countries.

Suggestions for discussion:

Overcome the EU policy/country-
driven dilemma
Although there is no silver bullet to
tackle this dilemma, some room for
manoeuvre does exist.

It is recognised (EC, 2000) that ‘in
some cases a country’s institutions are
either not functioning well or have
become dysfunctional. This means that
the structured approach to “country-
owned” policy formulation outlined
above will simply not provide a realistic
starting point. In such cases the CSP
will be based on the Community’s own
analysis of the development needs of
the country’. The criteria of ‘institutions
functioning well or being dysfunctional’
probably can provide leeway to
introduce environmental activities in
CSPs and other programming
documents since in practice, most
developing countries are in
intermediary situations with ‘relatively
functional/ dysfunctional institutions’. If
demand-driven criteria are a
commendable principle, the EC and
Member States can still inspire and
stimulate the demand for certain kinds
of interventions.

The demand expressed by a country
may vary significantly depending on
who expresses it and who is listened
to. Ensuring adequate lobbying
capacity is therefore crucial:

• Environment ministries have a key
role to play but still often do not have
appropriate capacity.

• Civil society’s participation in EC
development assistance, including in
CSP elaboration, is still very limited in
many instances (BOND, 2004). More
participatory programming processes
within a good governance context
could open the door to local
stakeholders who may be more
concerned with environmental issues
than central governments. Whereas
this would not automatically be the
case, raising biodiversity awareness
of Community-based organizations
(CBOs) and NGOs in recipient
countries would also be a path worth
exploring.
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2.3. Weak mainstreaming of
biodiversity on the side of partner
countries

According to the OECD (2006), ‘the
integration of environmental factors into
national development and poverty
reduction strategies remains weak’.
Many beneficiary countries still 
attach relatively low priority to
environmental issues, for at least three
general reasons:

• ‘Insufficient understanding of 
the environment–development 
linkage.

• Insufficient capacity, political will, and
financial resources to develop and
enforce domestic environmental
legislation, combined with weak
capacity to mobilize and manage the
financial resources needed to support
investments that simultaneously
address both environmental and
development objectives.

• Weak institutional structures, which
often mean that the authorities
responsible for environmental
management are not fully integrated
into development decision making
and planning mechanisms’.

Indeed, and as analysed by the
European Court of Auditors (2005),
ministries of environment, ‘even in more
developed countries with major
environmental concerns such as 
Brazil and China, do not have the same
resources and influence of other, longer
established ministries’. In that sense,
development and poverty reduction
strategies, and to a certain extent
donor programming documents such
as CSPs, reflect an imbalance of power
in states—and civil societies—which is
still not favourable to environmental
protection.

Suggestions for discussion:

Improve mainstreaming of
biodiversity in partner countries
The degree of priority that beneficiary
countries attach to environmental
issues could be increased. National
Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plans
(NBSAPs) could be more fully 
integrated into PRSPs and into bilateral
cooperation or trade agreements. This
could be made possible by:

• Raising awareness among partner
administrations.

• Building capacity at the individual and
institutional levels, especially within
environment administrations. Direct

budget support could be used to
strengthen their weight in the balance
of power between sectors.

• Involving ministries responsible for
environment and biodiversity as well
as environmental NGOs in the
drafting and reviewing of the
development and poverty reduction
strategies—in particular PRSPs and
national strategies for sustainable
development (NSSDs).

• Developing a coherent set of
economic and regulatory tools and
incentives that promote and reward
integration and added value, while
discouraging inappropriate
behaviours (see also the 10
‘Principles for effective
mainstreaming’ in Box 18).

2.4. The mainstreaming/cross-cutting
challenge for the European Union

2.4.1. An acknowledged failure to
mainstream biodiversity issues
within EC cooperation1

From the Commission’s point of view,
mainstreaming has three interlinked
dimensions: within CSPs, within
Commission projects outside the
environment sector, and within the 
Commission’s direct budgetary support
(or similar approaches such as sector-
wide support).

Once again, within these three spheres,
the diagnosis is quite harsh. 
For example, Dávalos (2002) reviewed
60 CSPs (2001 to 2006 or 2007) and
assessed the extent to which the 
environment was effectively
mainstreamed in the EC’s CSPs. 
The result is straightforward: 
‘there is still considerable scope for
improvement in matters of environment
in the formulation of the CSPs. The
average total score is 2.96 out of a
possible 10’. Only six countries out of 
60 included a CEP. CSPs/RSPs in most
cases either do not address biodiversity
issues adequately and sometimes even
generate serious negative impacts.
Dávalos also remarked, however, that
some good practices can be found
where CSPs have demonstrated
concerted efforts to mainstream
environmental issues. For example,
CSPs from China and Indonesia 
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Box 18. Principles for effective mainstreaming

Effective mainstreaming requires:
1. Awareness and political will from the highest levels, providing support for

implementation.
2. Strong leadership, dialogue, and cooperation at all levels.
3. Mutual supportiveness and respect between biodiversity and development

priorities.
4. A strong focus on economic sectors, supported by cross-sectoral approaches,

securing sector-based biodiversity conservation.
5. Analysis and understanding of the changing motivations and opportunities of

each sector, including the effects of globalization.
6. Identification and prioritization of entry points and the development of sector-

specific tools and interventions (such as international codes of conduct or
standards).

7. Awareness within sectors of the relevance of biodiversity conservation and the
capacity needed for implementation.

8. A coherent set of economic and regulatory tools and incentives that promote
and reward integration and added value, while discouraging inappropriate
behaviours.

9. Sustained behavioural change within individuals, institutions, and society, and in
both public and private domains.

10. Measurable behavioural outcomes and biodiversity impacts.
Source: Petersen & Huntley, 2005.

1. This section focuses on the EC for practical reasons. However, each Member State and associated stakeholders may be able to draw EU-wide generalisations from the analysis.



appear to integrate environmental
issues in a comprehensive manner and
identify them as a priority sector for
cooperation. 

More recently, Carl Bro’s assessment
(2004) notes that ‘one of the main
objectives of the Biodiversity Strategy
is the mainstreaming of biodiversity
objectives into other (non-
environment) sectors, and in this
respect implementation has been
singularly disappointing’. 
Further, ‘the [Biodiversity Action Plan
for Economic and Development
Cooperation] BAP-EDC has not been
effective in influencing policy,
programmes and projects. The Action
Plan should have influenced
programming by incorporating
biodiversity issues in PRSPs, CSPs 
and RSPs and through the universal
use of CEPs, [Strategic Environmental
Assessments] SEAs, and
[Environmental Impact Assessments]
EIAs. This has not happened. There is
no detectable mainstreaming effect at
the project level’. And earlier this year,
the European Commission (2006b)
recognised that progress in
mainstreaming biodiversity in
development aid budgets ‘had been
disappointing, largely due to the low
priority often given to biodiversity 
in the face of other compelling needs’.

A number of factors within the
Commission explain why it has not
adequately complied with 
its policy of mainstreaming the
environment in general and biodiversity
in particular into CSPs. All of them can
probably be interpreted as deriving
from a lack of political will at the 
European and Member State level—
which in turn may be seen as a failure
of governance. 
Having said that, it is useful to separate
each of these shortcomings into
different—possibly 
more technical, but also more
workable, categories—in order that the
proposed analysis may 
lead to action.

2.4.2. A conceptual weakness
First of all, the very concept of
mainstreaming, and the way it is
translated in European cooperation, is
unclear. As noted by Mackie (2005), too
many cross-cutting issues to 
mainstream make the concept
somewhat unmanageable. For
example, the European Consensus on
Development stipulates eight cross-
cutting issues to be mainstreamed: 
human rights, gender equality,
democracy, good governance,
children’s rights, indigenous 
peoples, environmental sustainability
and combating HIV/AIDS, whereas the
EC 2000 overall development policy
identified only six cross-cutting issues
for mainstreaming: good governance,
human rights, poverty reduction,
capacity building, gender equality, 
environment. Such a lack of
convergence unavoidably generates
confusion and, what is worse, may
make these issues and the whole
mainstreaming rhetoric look like
fashionable concepts that vary
according to latest international trends.

In addition, although mainstreaming the
environment is obviously a priority,
‘Commission staff have a whole series
of other policy priorities to also take
into account and the hierarchy 
of priorities is not defined. In particular,
it is not clear whether environment is to
be treated as a major priority, because
it is one of the three pillars of
sustainable development, or if it was 
only one of a larger number of cross-
cutting issues’ (European Court of
Auditors, 2005). Such a lack of effective
prioritization of the half a dozen or
more cross-cutting issues can only lead
to them being dealt with by staff on an
ad hoc basis, according to their own
backgrounds, interests, etc. It will in no
way lead to the coherent mainstreaming
of all six or eight issues.
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2.4.3. Lack of internal capacity
Although acknowledged as a
prerequisite for mainstreaming,
awareness of biodiversity issues is very
low within the Commission (Carl Bro,
2004). This has been confirmed by the 
European Court of Auditors which
noted that Commission staff generally
do not have the necessary training on
mainstreaming the environment in
general and biodiversity in particular.
Auditors underline that a Commission
Staff Working Paper foresaw that there 
would be some mandatory training for
every official working in key policy
areas or with responsibility for a
particular geographic area.
Nevertheless, Commission
management did not make the course
compulsory with the result that it was
poorly attended.

Moreover, building internal capacity for
biodiversity mainstreaming is a much
broader task than just forcing managers
to attend a training session.
Environmentalists have a key role to 
play internally, however, for example,
many delegations still do not have an
environmental expert on their staff. This
is a matter for concern especially
following devolution. It is most likely no
coincidence that the two CSPs cited as
good examples by Dávalos (2002)
come from delegations (in China and
Indonesia) which do have several
environmental experts at hand
internally. This demonstrates that good
human resources can achieve more
with fewer procedural requirements
(CEPs were not a mandatory part of the
CSP framework at that time).

2.4.4. Organizational issues
Mainstreaming also has an
organizational dimension that has so far
not been fully addressed within the
Commission (European Court of
Auditors, 2004). Organizational
changes, made necessary by the
commitment to implement a
strengthened policy on environmental 
mainstreaming, are certainly made
more difficult because they have to be
implemented across three Directorate
Generals and all the delegations, with
none of the Directorate Generals having
overall responsibility.

2.4.5. Lack of adequate tools and
procedures
The last explanatory factor that we
want to highlight is the lack of
adequate tools and procedures. Several
required procedural changes have not
been implemented yet. There is 
still widespread ambiguity regarding the
mandatory nature of environmental
integration tools (i.e. what are the
practical consequences if they are not
mobilized?) and uncertainties remain 
about the division of related roles and
responsibilities.

Coming back to the three areas of
mainstreaming mentioned above, we can
briefly review the status of the main tools
at hand for mainstreaming environment
within CSPs, within Commission projects
outside the environment sector, and within
the Commission’s direct budgetary
support and similar approaches.

First, environmental appraisal tools for
integrating environment into CSPs have
been little used so far. CEPs are just
beginning to become mandatory with
the new batch of CSPs being prepared
for African, Caribbean and Pacific
(ACP) countries. However, their actual 
integration in CSPs is still very much in
question: although we can assume
significant progress will be made, any
compulsory section in or annex to the
CSP offers no guarantee whatsoever.

Second, for projects that fall outside
the environmental sector, there is a
surprising variability in the existence,
quality, utilization and follow-up of EIAs.
The 2004 Audit paints quite a 
dismaying picture of the situation—
dismaying because EIAs have been
undertaken worldwide for decades and
were supposedly a well defined and
systematically used instrument in
development cooperation as early as
the 1990s. In fact, Auditors have 
highlighted the existence of poor
project screening practices for potential
EIAs, the absence of a system whereby
environmental experts screen non-
environmental projects, etc. They 
have identified a long list of recent
infrastructure or agricultural projects
were no EIA was drawn up (despite the
fact that 35% of 9th European
Development Fund (EDF) funding was 

allocated to roads), or where the EIA
consists of just one page in a feasibility
study. This is definitely one of the most
easy mainstreaming issues to resolve
and requires urgent action.

Third, as far as direct budget support
and similar approaches are concerned,
to date, strategic environmental
assessments have rarely been
implemented, although a few 
examples do exist. This is definitely no
small matter since non project-based
approaches such as direct budget
support are expanding quickly and are
encouraged internationally1, with
approximately 25% of EDF funding
allocated to ACP countries under the
current CSPs having been committed
to such programmes.

This reluctance to use SEAs may have
its roots in a variety of explanations
including: lack of knowledge among
decision makers regarding the potential
value of SEAs for development 
effectiveness (rather than perceiving it
only as a constraint); lack of
institutional experience in the use of
systematic decision-making tools such
as SEAs; etc. Tackling those challenges 
will surely require capacity development
(OECD/DAC, 2006).

One thing that is not lacking, however,
is guidance. Contrary to what the
European Court of Auditors affirms
(2005), SEA is not ‘a relatively new tool
in the development context’. As 
early as the mid-1990s a wide range of
guidelines already existed and had
been tested successfully by major
bilateral and multi-lateral development
agencies2. Production of guidelines on
SEA has continued ever since with for
example, the Directive 2001/42/EC of 
the European Parliament and of the
Council on the assessment of the
effects of certain plans and
programmes on the environment, the
Convention on Biological Diversity’s
(CBD) ‘Guidelines on biodiversity-
inclusive strategic environmental
assessment’ (CBD, 2006), and 
the OECD Development Assistance
Committee’s (DAC) ‘Good practice
guidance on applying Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA) in
development cooperation’.
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2. Cf. Billé (1997): This study was building on a wide range of existing international knowledge and guidelines, already available in 1997, in the field of SEAs for development cooperation.



Suggestions for discussion:

Improve mainstreaming of
biodiversity within the EU 

The EC and Member States must act
on their commitments to mainstream
biodiversity. In addition to suggestions
made in above, this may involve:

• Building capacity within headquarters
and delegations/embassies to tackle
the specific requirements of
biodiversity mainstreaming.

• Generalizing the use of tools such as
EIAs and SEAs. For example, no
important infrastructure project
should ever be funded without an
appropriate EIA being undertaken and
its results factored into the project.
Similarly, infrastructure sectors such
as transport should benefit from
careful SEAs that would review and
compare options.

• Making sure the way CEPs/REPs are
integrated into programming
documents like CSPs/RSPs is
reviewed by environmental experts at
necessary points of the programming
cycle. A global review of the
implementation of CEPs/REPs could
be undertaken as early as 2007 to
assess the impact of this relatively
new tool on CSPs/RSPs.

• On a more general note, the
conference could discuss whether the
environment should be considered as
one issue among several others to be
mainstreamed, or one of the three
pillars of sustainable development.

2.5. Lack of coherence with
European non-development policies,
especially trade

Despite repeated commitments to
ensure policy coherence (cf. the
European Consensus on Development),
many of the important sustainable
development and natural resource 
management objectives that the
European Union has adopted are
damaged or negated by other
European policies. This is probably
nowhere as true as in the trade policy
and its fisheries, agricultural or forestry
components. For example, EU fisheries
policies so far have hindered the
objective of supporting conservation of

marine resources, have often hurt 
developing countries and increased—
not reduced—poverty.

Some progress has undoubtedly been
made recently. For instance, the
fisheries ‘Partnerships Agreements’, the
impact of which we are likely to witness
progressively over the next few years,
are an important step forward. Another
example is the Forest Law Enforcement,
Governance and Trade (FLEGT)
initiative, which addresses the impact
of timber trade on tropical forests—but
results remain limited and many other
trade-related causes of deforestation
are still to be tackled. More generally,
as stated by the Commission (EC,
2006b), ‘the EU has promoted the
integration of the environmental
dimension into international trade (for
instance through its work on trade-
related sustainability impact
assessments (SIA)) and in global efforts
to curb unsustainable production and
consumption patterns—but with few
concrete results for biodiversity to date’.

Actually, it seems that Europe is ‘biting
a too large piece of the global
ecological cake’: its consumption
patterns are almost intrinsically not
sustainable. Its ecological footprint on
the planet is simply not compatible with
achieving its biodiversity commitments
at the global level. If globalization and
trade can help, to a certain extent,
developing countries to prosper, 
excessive demand on natural resources
inevitably causes degradation of
ecosystems in the countries providing
them. As suggested by WWF (2005a),
‘to achieve global sustainable 
development, the world community
would need to decide how big the
planet’s ecological budget is, and how
it will be shared. Or more simply put:
how big is the ecological cake, and 
who gets which piece?’ Although a
general remark not directly relevant to
the main topic of this report1, such a
determining issue cannot be entirely left
aside in the discussion.

Non-aid policies can assist developing
countries in attaining Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs) but key
challenges must be addressed. Such
efforts are always at risk, especially 

because the existence of a thematic
programme for the environment may
make other EC (or even EU) actors feel
they are allowed to evade their
responsibilities to understand and
adapt their policies in order to improve
environmental outcomes. But ‘the
severe problems caused by a lack of
coherence of other EU policies with EU
environmental policies and
commitments cannot be solved by the
Thematic Programme. Ensuring that
other policies and programmes 
do not limit or prevent the achievement
of the EU’s global environmental
commitments must remain the
responsibility of those policies
themselves’ (Birdlife et al, 2005).

It would be inaccurate to see the lack
of coherence as a simple administrative
or operational shortcoming that may be
overcome by technical instruments,
procedures or discussions. Different
policies respond to different and
sometimes contradictory needs, they
result from the demand of various
lobbies or groups of stakeholders
throughout the society, with contrasted
mindsets and often conflicting interests.
Inconsistencies are usual components
of democratic systems—which does
not mean they cannot and should not
be reduced. Formal commitments
made by the European Union make it a
necessity to reorient agricultural, 
fisheries and trade policies. It is the role
of the environmental community to hold
the European Union responsible for
altering these policies as necessary.
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Suggestions for discussion:

Improve coherence with 
non-development policies
In order to improve coherence between
development cooperation and 
non-development policies, especially
related to trade, the MDGs should
always be kept in perspective as the
overarching priority. This would prevent
accepting significant negative 
side-effects from policies capable of
bringing only limited benefits. 
In particular, the following could be
further explored:

• Systematically undertake SEAs/SIAs
as appropriate for all EU external
trade agreements. For example, they
could be used to ensure that the
approaching negotiations between
Central America and the European
Union on a free trade agreement fully
integrate environmental issues and
biodiversity in particular.

• Promote sustainable patterns of
production and consumption at the
global and national levels. This may
include the development of
certification schemes and eco-
labelling, support to the
establishment of a worldwide 
access and benefit sharing
framework, raising awareness of
consumers, developing partnerships
with the private sector to better
capture the potential of ‘green
businesses’, etc.

• Monitor closely the ecological
footprint of Europe, develop an action
plan to reduce it and commit to its
implementation.

2.6. Lack of complementarity and
added value between EC and
Member States’ cooperation

The European Commission is not fully
delivering its comparative advantages
and added values to Member States’
cooperation. According to the
European Consensus on Development,
these include:

• A global presence. The European
Commission is indeed represented in
a vast majority of partner countries
but this adds value only in countries
where Member States do not have
embassies and cooperation offices.

• The best position to ensure policy
coherence. This is theoretically true.
In practice, as discussed above, the
European Commission has been
unable to do so—often because of
Member States’ reluctance.

• A key role in promoting development
best practices. This role is real and
several European communications or
commitments effectively invite
Member States to change their
development cooperation practices.
On the other hand, the European
Commission lies behind several
Member States on a number of
critical issues such as the use of EIAs
and SEAs, as discussed above.

• A facilitator of coordination and
harmonization. Again true in theory,
with CSPs supposed to be
appropriate mechanisms for
enhancing the complementarity of the
external assistance of the
Commission and the Member States.
However, coordination and
harmonization are difficult for the
European Commission to put into
practice for many reasons, including
the administrative burden they
represent for aid managers and the
reluctance of some Member States to
be ‘harmonized’ on specific subjects,
approaches, partner countries, etc.

On the whole, it is sometimes difficult
at the partner country level to
distinguish what the added value of the
European Commission is, i.e. what
exactly the EC is doing that another 
donor could not do or would do less
efficiently. This is all the more true when
delegations support ‘standard’
projects—in the case of biodiversity, for
example, capacity building for the 
management of a protected area.

Suggestions for discussion:

Increase complementarity between
Member States and the EC
The complementarity between the
European Commission and Member
States should be made clearer,
especially with regards to the value
added by EC development cooperation.
A platform for exchange of information,
knowledge and experiences on how to
better support the sustainable use of
renewable natural resources in partner
countries, should exist. A new one may
be created or an existing one could be
modified and revitalized.
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2.7. Inadequate attention to EU OCTs
and ORs

The OECD’s assessment regarding
French overseas territories (OECD,
2005b) can be extended to European
Overseas Countries and Territories
(OCTs): The scientific, budgetary 
and institutional resources devoted to
conserving biodiversity in the OCTs are
not proportionate to the exceptional
wealth of that biodiversity. European
commitments to halting the loss of
biodiversity by 2010 did not lead to
much concrete implementation. Single 
Programming Documents (SPDs) make
very limited mention of the environment
and biodiversity conservation, and so
far allocation of financial resources for
biodiversity projects has been
insignificant (Birdlife et al., 2006). 
Just like CSPs, SPDs do not usually
undergo relevant strategic
environmental assessments of their
impact on biodiversity. nor do they 
frequently involve environmental NGOs
in their elaboration process.

What is more, the four Outermost
Regions (ORs) of France (Guadeloupe,
French Guiana, Martinique and
Reunion) are an integral part of this EU
Member State. They are therefore 
eligible for assistance under various EU
funds (structural funds, rural
development funds, fisheries funds),
which often finance environmentally
damaging activities. Meanwhile, 
projects that actively benefit
biodiversity and sustainable
development are lacking, and the 
impact assessment directives (EIA and
SEA), which theoretically apply to these
regions, are inadequately transposed
and complied with. Most importantly,
the two nature directives (the Birds
79/409/EEC and Habitats 92/34/EEC
directives) do not apply to these
regions, thereby stripping them of an
effective protective measure for their
unique biodiversity (Birdlife et al, 2006).

Although understandable from an
ecological perspective (given the
distances at stake, one can hardly
speak of an ecological network
between French ORs and the European
mainland), this issue needs to be
addressed by appropriate alternative
legislation and instruments. The current
situation ‘goes against the spirit of
cohesion of the European Union’
(IUCN, 2004).

Suggestions for discussion:

Pay more attention to EU Overseas
Countries and Territories (and
Outermost Regions) Biodiversity in
OCTs, and to a lesser extent in ORs,
would clearly benefit from most of the
previous suggestions. However, they
also require special attention, as they
could become examples for
neighbouring countries. From this
perspective, their regional integration
would be supported.
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2.8. Inadequate tools for monitoring
and reporting

Compliance with the highest standards
of transparency and accountability is an
essential condition for the legitimacy of
the European Union. Nevertheless, the
EC and Member States lack the
necessary monitoring mechanisms to
track, measure and evaluate progress
in the implementation of their
commitments and their contribution 
to meeting key challenges. 

The difficulties we faced in collecting
data when preparing this paper (see
Introduction) are evidence of this. The
fact that the Commission will report
annually to the Council and the 
Parliament on progress in the
implementation of the action plan on
‘Halting the loss of biodiversity by
2010—and beyond’ from 2007, and
especially that the fourth annual report
(to end 2010) will evaluate the extent to
which the European Union has met its
2010 commitments (EC, 2006b),
represent steps in the right direction.
However, they are not sufficient:
specific monitoring and reporting
mechanisms remain unclear and the
Evaluation Unit seems to be expected
to evaluate the whole of EU external aid
with very limited staff and little
expertise on environmental issues.

The biodiversity markers, developed
jointly by the OECD/DAC and CBD
Secretariats, represent a promising
initiative. They are based on codes to
mark the importance of biodiversity in
development projects:

0: Biodiversity not targeted
1: Biodiversity is a significant objective
2: Biodiversity is the principal objective

First tried in 1998–20001, the Rio
Markers were integrated in 2004 for 3
years (on a trial basis) into the regular
OECD/DAC Creditor Reporting System.
However, as noticed by the European
Court of Auditors (2005), ‘the DAC
system, while satisfactory for
identifying expenditures on projects
whose primary objective is support to
the environment, has only a basic
marker system for identifying
expenditure on the environment within
projects which do not have support to

the environment as their primary
objective. The marker system only 
allows projects to be identified where
environment-related expenditure has
been made but not the amount of that
expenditure’.

In addition, expenditures do not
necessarily translate into outcomes
because (CBD Secretariat, 2004):

• Overseas Development Assistance
(ODA) utilized in other activities can
offset positive impacts of biodiversity-
related ODA;

• Analyses that only draw on financial
data may inadequately reflect the real
level of donors’ efforts, since capital-
intensive investment projects in
infrastructure sectors will dominate
the data, hiding smaller-scale labour-
intensive seminars, training courses,
research projects and consultancies;

• The indicator does not measure the
effectiveness of utilization of ODA.

A recent publication (Petersen &
Huntley, 2005), based on a workshop
held in Cape Town, provides a set of
innovative indicators to assess the
effectiveness of mainstreaming (see 
Annex 11). Although initially developed
for the Global Environment Facility
(GEF) they could be used to overcome
the expenditure bias described above.
They include potential indicators 
for the following targets: spatial,
government, private sector, individual,
multilateral donor organization, poverty
alleviation agenda, markets for
ecosystem services.

Suggestions for discussion

Develop tools for reporting on and
monitoring biodiversity in European
development cooperation
Some new paths for reporting on and
monitoring biodiversity in European
development cooperation may be worth
exploring or deepening:

• In 2004, Carl Bro’s assessment
suggested indicators to evaluate the
progress of the BAP-EDC. They could
be refined and tested, which does not
seem to have been the case so far.

• In order to ‘strengthen mechanisms
for tracking aid flows towards the
environment’, as demanded by
OECD’s Framework for common
action around shared goals (see
Annex 12) which was adopted by all
OECD Development and Environment
Ministers in 2006, DAC biodiversity
markers could turn out to be a useful
tool. They might be integrated in the
EU donor atlas.

• Indicators developed at the Cape
Town workshop to assess the
effectiveness of mainstreaming could
be refined, adapted and implemented
in the EU development cooperation
context.
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3.Conclusion: 
A conference to pave 

the way forward

Despite incontestable efforts
undertaken by the European
Commission, Member States and 
partner countries, despite resources
allocated to biodiversity in development
cooperation, and despite the numerous
improvements, innovations,
experiments and success stories 
documented, the trend which has
sometimes made European aid self-
defeating by contributing to biodiversity
loss has not yet been reversed. As
stated in the Introduction, the 
diagnosis may be articulated around
answers to our three initial driving
questions:

• The impact of initiatives with
biodiversity as a primary or
secondary objective (DAC Code 1
and 2), while usually positive, remain
too localized and too limited.
Although such projects have now
been in existence for decades
worldwide, most of the time they
seem to be implemented and to
deliver outcomes at a pilot scale. Be
they from the European Commission
or Member States, bilateral
cooperation, effort and results are not
commensurate with degradation
trends and driving forces.

• The environmental impact of
development projects and policies
which do not have biodiversity
management among their objectives
(DAC Code 0) is still often negative.
Environmental assessments do not
match needs, mitigation measures are
insufficient when they exist at all, and
the mainstreaming of biodiversity
issues in the project and policy cycle
remains very much of a paper
concept.

• Several non-development policies
from the European Commission as
well as from Member States harm
biodiversity in developing countries,
and therefore hinder their capacity to
achieve the Millennium Development
Goals. The lack of coherence and
mutually mutilating effects of
environmental initiatives, development
cooperation and non-development
policies are probably nowhere as
obvious as in the case of trade,
especially in the fields of agriculture,
fisheries and forestry.

The vast majority of issues, driving
forces, rooms for manoeuvre identified
here are not new. Many of them could
be gathered under the umbrella of the
necessity to improve governance, both
within EU institutions and in partner
countries. In the absence of a silver
bullet to achieve sustainable
development and stimulate synergies
between poverty alleviation and
biodiversity conservation, we should
underline the importance of major
institutional reforms, enhanced public
participation, more equity in the access
to and benefit sharing from natural
resources, better corporate
responsibility, more transparent
monitoring and evaluation systems, etc.
These are vast programmes of action
that go well beyond the environmental
community and sector. They will require
strong partnerships between all
stakeholders involved in European
development cooperation.

Potential recommendations that the
conference may draw from discussions
based in part on this background paper
will not be entirely new either and will
be much broader in scope than 
anything one single stakeholder could
take on. Their implementation will
remain the key challenge and should be
used to build on wide support among
participants. In that respect, 
negotiations of the 10th EDF
implementation will provide a good
reality check. 

We hope the analysis, suggestions and
hints provided in this document will
fruitfully support discussions to help
the European Union come closer to the
target it has largely been missing so far.

It is in the implementation of
recommendations and agreed-upon
actions that there is the greatest need
for innovation. 

UN Millennium Project, 2005
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Declaration
Biodiversity—the web of life on earth—is essential to the quality of human well-being, and it is a crucial element in sustaining
the social, economic and spiritual dimension of all Europeans. Yet, biodiversity continues to decline. Political commitments have
been made to stop this trend by 2010. Further steps need to be taken to honour this commitment and to translate it into action.
We the undersigned will take every practical opportunity to:

Support the commitments to halt or significantly reduce the current rate of biodiversity loss by 2010.
Encourage European decision makers at all levels, in both the public and the private sector, to contribute to these
commitments.
Commit ourselves to encourage and assist decision makers and European societies in achieving the 2010 biodiversity target.

Overarching goal
That all European governments and members of civil society, at every level, have taken the necessary actions to halt the loss of
biodiversity by 2010.

Objectives
1. Encourage and support the full implementation of all the existing binding international commitments and necessary actions

to save biodiversity;
2. Demonstrate clearly what progress Europe makes in meeting the 2010 Biodiversity Commitment;
3. Gain maximum public attention across Europe for the challenge of saving biodiversity by 2010.
Principles

Science based: all Countdown 2010 work will be underpinned by sound science and/or relevant practical conservation
experience and will be carried out to the highest possible standard.

Transparency: Countdown 2010 is committed to the principle of transparency in process and decision making. It will ensure
public access to information, while respecting individual privacy and institutional confidentiality, as appropriate.

Subsidiarity: the Countdown 2010 Secretariat will work at the most appropriate level (local, national, regional, multi-regional)
and it will only undertake those Countdown 2010 activities that partners are unable to undertake.

Autonomy: Countdown 2010 is an independent alliance. It is governed by the will of its partners through the institutional
mechanisms in place (Executive Group and Steering Group).

Countdown 2010 is a network of active partners ranging from governments, local authorities via civil society organizations to
private businesses. 
By signing the Countdown 2010 declaration, each organization commits itself to promoting the 2010 biodiversity target and to
working towards its achievement.

For more information: info@countdown2010.net | www.countdown2010.net
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The Poverty–Environment Partnership
(PEP) is an informal network of
development agencies that aims to
address key poverty–environment
issues within the framework of 
international efforts to achieve the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs),
by: (1) sharing knowledge and
operational experience; (2) identifying
ways and means to improve 
coordination and collaboration at
country and policy levels; and (3)
developing and implementing joint
activities.

At the 2002 World Summit on
Sustainable Development in
Johannesburg, world leaders 
agreed that sound and equitable
management of natural resources and
ecosystem services is critical to
sustained poverty reduction and
achievement of the Millennium
Development Goals. The 2005 World
Summit in New York assessed progress
and achievements since international
endorsement of the Millennium
Declaration in 2000 and establishment
of the MDGs. In this period since 2000,
there has been widespread confusion
and neglect concerning MDG 7:
Ensuring Environmental Sustainability.
Consequently, there has been a 
considerable risk that the Summit
would not agree on needed measures

to improve and scale-up efforts to
tackle the critical linkages between
environmental sustainability, poverty 
reduction and achievement of the other
MDGs.

In response, the Poverty–Environment
Partnership has launched a three-
pronged approach to reinvigorating
political attention and commitment to
the environmental challenges central 
to achieving the MDGs:

(1) Making the Case for Environment
and the MDGs by presenting best
evidence on the economic importance
of environment to poverty reduction
and pro-poor growth, and 
identifying priority areas for improved
investment to achieve MDG 7 and
contribute to the broader MDG agenda.

(2) Holding High-Visibility Summit
Events on Environment and the MDGs
to focus Summit attention on the
critical role of sound environmental
management for the MDGs and the 
broader Summit agenda, and to
showcase and generate wider political
commitment to scaling-up action
beyond the Summit.

(3) Supporting Summit Follow-Up
Action on Environment and the MDGs
by positioning PEP members

collectively and individually to take
forward the decisions of the Summit
and mobilizing a more broad-based
coalition on environment for achieving
the MDGs.

PEP Member Organizations
Bilateral Agencies: Belgium, Canada,
Denmark, Finland, France, Germany,
Ireland, Japan, Netherlands, Norway,
Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom,
United States.

Multilateral/UN Agencies: African
Development Bank, Asian Development
Bank, European Commission, UN Food
and Agriculture Organization, Global
Environment Facility, Inter-
American Development Bank,
International Fund for Agricultural
Development, International 
Monetary Fund, Organization for
Economic Cooperation and
Development, UN Department 
for Economic and Social Affairs, UN
Development Programme, UN
Environment Programme, The World
Bank, World Health Organization.

International NGOs:
International Institute for Environment
and Development, The World 
Conservation Union (IUCN), World
Resources Institute, WWF International.
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Goal 1. Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger 
Target 1: Reduce by half the proportion of people living on less than a dollar a day

1. Proportion of population below $1 (PPP) per day (World Bank) 
2. Poverty gap ratio, $1 per day (World Bank) 
3. Share of poorest quintile in national income or consumption (World Bank) 

Target 2: Reduce by half the proportion of people who suffer from hunger

4. Prevalence of underweight children under five years of age (UNICEF) 
5. Proportion of the population below minimum level of dietary energy consumption (FAO) 

Goal 2. Achieve universal primary education 
Target 3: Ensure that all boys and girls complete a full course of primary schooling

6. Net enrolment ratio in primary education (UNESCO) 
7. Proportion of pupils starting grade 1 who reach grade 5 (UNESCO) 
8. Literacy rate of 15–24 year-olds (UNESCO) 

Goal 3. Promote gender equality and empower women 
Target 4: Eliminate gender disparity in primary and secondary education 

preferably by 2005, and at all levels by 2015

9.   Ratio of girls to boys in primary, secondary, and tertiary education (UNESCO) 
10. Ratio of literate women to men 15-24 years old (UNESCO) 
11. Share of women in wage employment in the non-agricultural sector (ILO) 
12. Proportion of seats held by women in national parliaments (IPU) 

Goal 4. Reduce child mortality
Target 5: Reduce by two-thirds the mortality rate among children under five

13. Under-five mortality rate (UNICEF) 
14. Infant mortality rate (UNICEF) 
15. Proportion of 1 year-old children immunized against measles (UNICEF) 

Goal 5. Improve maternal health
Target 6: Reduce by three-quarters the maternal mortality ratio

16. Maternal mortality ratio (WHO) 
17. Proportion of births attended by skilled health personnel (UNICEF) 

Goal 6. Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases
Target 7: Halt and begin to reverse the spread of HIV/AIDS

18. HIV prevalence among 15–24 year-old pregnant women (UNAIDS) 
19. Condom use, rate of the contraceptive prevalence, rate and population aged 15–24 years with comprehensive correct

knowledge of HIV/AIDS(UNAIDS, UNICEF, UN Population Division, WHO) 
20. Ratio of school attendance of orphans to school attendance of non-orphans aged 10-14 years 
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Target 8: Halt and begin to reverse the incidence of malaria and other major diseases

21. Prevalence and death rates associated with malaria (WHO)
22. Proportion of population in malaria risk areas using effective malaria prevention 

and treatment measures (UNICEF)
23. Prevalence and death rates associated with tuberculosis (WHO)
24. Proportion of tuberculosis cases detected and cured under directly-observed treatment 

short courses (WHO) 

Goal 7. Ensure environmental sustainability
Target 9: Integrate the principles of sustainable development into country 

policies and programmes; reverse loss of environmental resources

25. Forested land as percentage of land area (FAO)

26. Ratio of area protected to maintain biological diversity to surface area (UNEP) 
27. Energy supply (apparent consumption; kg oil equivalent) per $1,000 (PPP) GDP (World Bank) 
28. Carbon dioxide emissions (per capita) and consumption of ozone-depleting CFCs (ODP tons)

Target 10: Reduce by half the proportion of people without sustainable access to safe drinking water

30. Proportion of the population with sustainable access to and improved water source (WHO/UNICEF) 
31. Proportion of the population with access to improved sanitation (WHO/UNICEF) 

Target 11: Achieve significant improvement in lives of at least 100 million slum dwellers, by 2020

32. Slum population as percentage of urban population (Secure Tenure Index) (UN-Habitat) 

Goal 8. Develop a global partnership for development 
Target 12: Develop further an open, rule-based, predictable, non-discriminatory trading 
and financial system, includes a commitment to good governance, development, 
and poverty reduction—both nationally and internationally

Target 13: Address the special needs of the least developed countries, includes a tariff and quota 
free access for least developed countries’ exports; enhanced programme of debt relief for HIPCs 
and cancellation of official bilateral debt; and more generous ODA for countries committed to poverty reduction

Target 14: Address the special needs of landlocked countries and small island developing states

Target 15: Deal comprehensively with the debt problems of developing countries through national 
and international measures in order to make debt sustainable in the long term

Target 16: In cooperation with developing countries, develop and implement strategies for decent 
and productive work for youth

Target 17: In cooperation with pharmaceutical companies, provide access to affordable essential drugs 
in developing countries

Target 18: In cooperation with the private sector, make available the benefits of new technologies, 
especially information and communications
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Official Development Assistance
32. Net ODA as percentage of OECD/DAC donors’ gross national product (targets of 0.7% in total and 0.15% for LDCs) 
33. Proportion of ODA to basic social services (basic education, primary health care, nutrition, safe water and sanitation) 
34. Proportion of ODA that is untied 
35. Proportion of ODA for environment in small island developing states
36. Proportion of ODA for transport sector in landlocked countries

Market Access
37. Proportion of exports (by value and excluding arms) admitted free of duties and quotas 
38. Average tariffs and quotas on agricultural products and textiles and clothing 
39. Domestic and export agricultural subsidies in OECD countries 
40. Proportion of ODA provided to help build trade capacity 

Debt Sustainability
41. Proportion of official bilateral HIPC debt cancelled 
42. Total number of countries that have reached their HIPC decision points and number that have reached their completion

points (cumulative) (HIPC) (World Bank-IMF) 
43. Debt service as a percentage of exports of goods and services (World Bank) 
44. Debt relief committed under HIPC initiative (HIPC) (World Bank-IMF) 
45. Unemployment of 15–24 year-olds, each sex and total (ILO) 
46. Proportion of population with access to affordable, essential drugs on a 

sustainable basis (WHO) 
47. Telephone lines and cellular subscribers per 100 population (ITU) 
48. Personal computers in use and internet users per 100 population (ITU) 
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Objective 6: 

To conserve and enhance
biodiversity through sustainable
forest management at national,
regional and global levels.

Wood imported by the EU derived only
through sustainable forest
management.

EU imports driving deforestation
identified and reduced.

Bilateral agreements made between the
EU and the major timber exporting
countries with the aim of supporting
forest law enforcement, governance
and trade (FLEGT).

Objective 11: 

To ensure an improved and
measurable contribution of EU
economic and development
cooperation to achieving the global
target ‘to significantly reduce the
current [2002] rate of biodiversity
loss by 2010’ in support of the
Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs).

EU Regional and Country Strategy
Papers and Sectoral Strategy Papers
(RSPs/CSPs) have integrated
implementation of the Convention on
Biological Diversity (CBD) by 2007.

Partner countries1 have integrated
implementation of the CBD in national
development strategies, including
Poverty Reduction Strategies by 2007.
EC and Member States’ funding for
supporting implementation in partner
countries of the CBD, its work
programmes and its Biosafety Protocol,
significantly increased by 2007.

Adequate dedicated EU funding
secured to support international
implementation of the CBD 
where these actions fall outside
development cooperation.

All programmes and projects funded by
the EU in partner countries have ex
ante strategic environmental
assessments (SEAs) and environmental
impact assessments (EIA), and 
actions are taken to prevent and
mitigate negative impacts on
biodiversity in a timely manner.

Adequate long term capacity has been 
established in EU delegations and
development cooperation agencies to
sustainably achieve the above targets
by 2006.

EC and Member States cooperate and
coordinate their efforts to support the
above targets, with corresponding
reporting mechanisms by 2006.

Effective mechanisms are in place to
enable NGOs and local communities to
access EU funding and to increase
synergies between governments, NGOs
and the private sector.
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Objective 12: 

To contribute to the global 2010
target by promoting ecologically
sustainable international trade.

Major negative impacts of trade on
third countries’ and EU’s biodiversity
identified, and mechanisms proposed
and adopted and action taken to
significantly reduce them.

All trade agreements between the EU
and third countries avoid or at least
mitigate negative effects on
biodiversity.

All trade in CITES species effectively
controlled to ensure that it is not
detrimental to their conservation and
sustainable use.

Biodiversity conservation and
sustainable use fully integrated into EC
trade-related technical assistance and
capacity-building activities.

Mutual supportiveness between
biodiversity-related agreements and the
WTO and other trade-related
agreements ensured, consistent with
the precautionary principle.

Objective 13: 

To ensure the fair and equitable
sharing of benefits arising out of the
use of genetic resources while
promoting their conservation and
sustainable use.

Capacity built in developing countries
for the implementation of the (access
and benefit sharing) ABS provisions of
the CBD.

International regime on ABS concluded
according to the mandate adopted 
at the 7th Conference of the Parties
(COP 7).

International Treaty on Plant Genetic
Resources for Food and Agriculture
effectively implemented by 2007.

Objective 14: 

To ensure the implementation of CBD
decisions on knowledge, innovations
and practices of indigenous and
local communities embodying their
traditional lifestyles.

Ensure application of the principle of
prior informed consent when
commercially using traditional
knowledge. 

Apply the CBD Akwe-Kon Guidelines
for projects affecting terrestrial lands of
indigenous and local communities both
within the EU Member States and in
third countries.

Objective 15: 

To implement an agreed set of
biodiversity indicators to monitor and
evaluate progress towards the 2010
targets, with the potential to
communicate biodiversity problems
effectively to the general public and
to decision-makers and provoke
appropriate policy responses.

Indicators: biodiversity headline
indicators adopted in 2004, tested,
optimized, finalized by 2006;
biodiversity indicator adopted in list of
Sustainable Development Indicators for
reporting on Sustainable Development
Strategy by 2004; interim biodiversity
structural indicator developed by 2005
and finalized by 2006.

Monitoring: use, and if necessary
develop, monitoring frameworks
(building on existing monitoring
approaches and methods including
those of civil society) in order to
establish adequate harmonized data
flows for the biodiversity headline and
structural indicators to reveal and
communicate key trends from 2006.

Reporting: adopt best approaches to
streamline national reporting to
European Community, pan-European
and international agreements from 2006
onwards; headline indicators applied 
for reporting on progress in
implementation of the European
Community Biodiversity Strategy 
(ECBS) and Biodiversity Action Plans
(BAPs) 2007 and 2010.

Funding: adequate financial resources
allocated to biodiversity indicators,
monitoring, reporting and their
coordination.
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The Programming phase is crucial for environmental integration because key decisions concerning the overall cooperation
process are made that can be difficult to adjust in later phases. The main environmental integration tool during Programming is
the Country Environmental Profile (CEP).

Country Environmental Profile (CEP) – key points

What is it? 

A report that includes the analysis of the country’s environmental situation, 
current policies, institutional capacities and environmental cooperation experience
with clear recommendations for the integration of the environment 
during Country Strategy Paper (CSP) preparation.

What needs to be done by EC staff? 

Undertake or contract consultants to undertake the study 
involving either the preparation of a new CEP or the 
revision/update of an existing CEP. If consultants are 
commissioned, the DEL/DEV/ RELEX prepare ToR.

Under what conditions? 

A CEP is required for all beneficiary countries.

When is it needed?

Before the end of the preparation of a CSP.

How long does it take? 

The duration and cost of preparing a CEP varies considerably 
as a function of data availability, the size of the country and 
the complexity of the environmental issues. Using consultants 
from inception to final report takes typically +/- 4 months. 

Where is it used? 

The CEP is used in the preparation of the CSP/NIP (National 
Indicative Programme), for policy dialogue and reference. A 
summary of the CEP must be annexed to the CSP. 

The main contents of a CEP are the following:

Summary 

Brief presentation of the main environmental problems, the 
main conclusions and recommendations. 

State of the environment 

An assessment of the state and trends of the environment in relation to development, 
including an identification of the main environmental problems to resolve or avoid. 
This section addresses the relationship between the environment and the social and 
economic situation, and more particularly between poverty and environment.

Environmental policies and institutions 

A presentation of the main features of the institutional, policy 
and regulatory framework leading to the identification of 
weaknesses and constraints on the capacity to address main 
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environmental concerns, including a review of the legislation 
and procedures regarding Environmental Impact Assessment 
(EIA) and Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA). 
A review of the international obligations undertaken by the 
country in the area of environmental protection. 

Environment in the main policies and sectors 

An identification of links between the main government 
policies (overall development policy, Poverty Reduction 
Strategy Paper (PRSP), sector policies) and environmental 
sustainability issues, providing indications on the extent of 
existing environmental mainstreaming and SEA, with a special 
attention paid to the ‘focal sectors’ of EC intervention. 

Analysis of aid 

A description of past and ongoing aid from the EC and other 
donors in the field of the environment, incorporating lessons 
learnt from major evaluations.
Assessment of opportunities to collaborate with other donors 
in pursuing common goals and seeking complementarities. 

Conclusions and recommendations 

Recommendations on how environmental issues can be most 
effectively addressed by EC cooperation, their relative priority 
and the implementation challenges. These must particularly 
address environmental aspects to take into account under 
potential focal sectors, including additional studies (such as 
SEA), capacity building/institutional strengthening, and 
potential indicators to be used in the NIP. These 
environmental integration measures may go along with 
recommendations concerning specific actions targeting the 
environment as a ‘focal sector’, i.e. having environmental 
improvements as the main objective. 

The CEP is based on a compilation of available environmental information, the validity and consistency of which should be
determined. However the analysis of the information, the conclusions drawn and the recommendations made must have 
an EC-specific focus.
Regional Environmental Profiles (REP) are used to inform regional cooperation strategies (Regional Strategy Paper—RSP).
The REP focuses on environmental issues common to a group of neighbouring countries (including transboundary issues) 
such as sharing the management of ecosystems, which can be more effectively addressed at the regional level.
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The Cape Town workshop considered
some of the kinds of indicators that
could be developed in future
mainstreaming initiatives and
categorized these according to the
various targets of mainstreaming
biodiversity, as outlined in this section.
The nature of the target will influence
the way in which indicators for the
impact of mainstreaming are defined.

The top three indicators suggested as
possible priorities for the Global
Environment Facility (GEF) were:

(1) Spatial—the percentage of a priority
area/key biodiversity area (defined at
any level from ecosystem to
species) under biodiversity-
compatible management is
significantly increased. (This requires
understanding and agreement on
priority areas, as well as standards
to define what is considered
biodiversity-compatible
management.)

(2) Institutional—the level of resource
allocation to biodiversity
conservation by key government
departments other than the
environmental departments is
increased and departments are
leading biodiversity programmes.

(3) Market—the volume of biodiversity
friendly products is increased.

These, plus additional potential
indicators in relation to specific targets,
are detailed in the following section.
These need to be carefully considered
in the context of specific
mainstreaming interventions, and
refined in order to be effective in
guiding the relevant actors.
Consideration should also be given to
the possibility of linking these
indicators to existing monitoring and
evaluation programmes of public and
private sector actors and donor 
agencies (for example, to processes
such as the World Bank’s Poverty
Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSP) or
the United Nations’ Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs)).This would 
enable those programmes to improve
the extent to which they explicitly
evaluate the mainstreaming of
biodiversity considerations. Additional
comments from workshop 
participants included the need to
maintain a focus on biophysical
indicators as well as stress 
reduction indicators. These would,
however, need to be identified in
relation to specific contexts.

1. Potential indicators for
spatial targets include:

• The percentage of a priority area/key
biodiversity area (defined at any level
from ecosystem to species) under
biodiversity-compatible management
is significantly increased. (This
requires understanding and
agreement on priority areas, as well
as standards for defining biodiversity-
compatible management in a
particular context.)

This may include:

• The area of land under protected area
management within production
landscapes (emphasis on
encouraging industry to cede parts of
their landholding to protected area
management, which does not
necessarily require a change of
ownership).

• The area of land under biodiversity-
compatible management (biodiversity
friendly/compatible land uses) which
is also meeting technically informed
biodiversity standards.

• There is a decrease in habitat
fragmentation.

• Siting of major infrastructure is
guided by biodiversity priorities.

• Species diversity is maintained or
enhanced (for example, for species
requiring large ranges, increase in
numbers can measure impact of
improved connectivity in the
landscape).

130

Annex 11

Impact indicators to assess the effectiveness
of mainstreaming (Petersen & Huntley, 2005)



2. Potential indicators for
government targets include:

• Planning authorities have integrated
biodiversity priorities into a greater
number of their plans.

• Communication and partnership
mechanisms focused on biodiversity
concerns are institutionalized
(including intergovernmental and
public–private expertise).

• A greater number of policy
statements reflecting biodiversity
priorities are in place.

• Number (or percentage) of
government staff with an
environmental qualification is
significantly increased.

• Biodiversity issues have a significant
presence in election campaigns.

• A wide range of non-environmental
government departments/sector
agencies is participating in and/or
coordinating biodiversity programmes
or projects, to which sufficient
resources have been committed
(indicated by percentage of budgets,
number of staff, policies, publications,
and so forth).

• There is a national consensus on
valuing ecosystem services
(indicated, for example, by a
surcharge on water services).

• No perverse incentives are in place
(can apply at national and
international levels).

• A government is a signatory to or has
ratified relevant international
conventions, and demonstrated
progress on implementing them, for
example, through producing a
national biodiversity strategy and
action plan (NBSAP).

• NBSAPs incorporate strategies to
mainstream biodiversity in production
landscapes and sectors.

• Legislation that contributes positively
to biodiversity conservation is in
place and is enforced.

• There is a significant increase in the
percentage of bilateral/multilateral
funding allocated to biodiversity
conservation.

• Speeches by ministers (non-
environment, and especially finance
ministers) make reference to
biodiversity issues.

• Biodiversity issues are integrated into
the national education curriculum.

3. Potential indicators for
private sector targets
include:

• An increased number of sector
players have adopted best practices
and standards relating to biodiversity.

• Key sectoral players are acting as
champions on biodiversity issues.

• There is an increase in the number of
partnerships for collaboration on
conserving biodiversity.

• Corporate planning departments have
internalized biodiversity priorities into
their plans.

• Biodiversity departments have been
established in key large companies.

• There is a presence of priority
biodiversity issues in policy
statements.

• Budgets include biodiversity
conservation allocations.

• There is an increase in the percentage
of budgets allocated to biodiversity
conservation through non-traditional
internal alliances and realignment.

• Government policy frameworks is
influenced by the actions of
companies in conserving biodiversity.

• Processes are in place to develop
and internalize biodiversity standards
in key sectors and industries.

• Incentives are provided for
maintaining biodiversity friendly land
uses and production systems, and
more people are employed in such
uses and systems (for example,
farmers planting indigenous crop
varieties).

4. Potential indicators for
individual targets include:

• There is a marked change in relevant
consumer behaviour, with a
significant increase in willingness to
pay for biodiversity-sensitive or
lowest-impact products.

• Greater shelf space in shops is
allocated to merchandise produced
through biodiversity friendly activities.

• There is an increase in visitor
numbers to sites of biodiversity value,
with appropriate safeguards in place.

• There is increased awareness by
consumers of the links between
biodiversity and their purchasing
(mind shift as an intermediary
activity).

• Greater numbers of volunteers and
other actors are participating in
biodiversity conservation activities.

• There is an increase in viewership of
nature programmes, and the number
of advertisements with a biodiversity
conservation message on television
channels.

• Sustainable use is made of
indigenous species.

• There is an increase in membership
numbers and active participation in
biodiversity/’green’ organizations.
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5. Potential indicators for
multilateral donor
organization targets
include:

• Representatives of biodiversity issues
are participating in international
forums (such as the World Trade
Organization—WTO).

• There is a significant increase in the
percentage of budgets of donor
organizations allocated toward
biodiversity conservation.

• More training programmes for staff on
biodiversity issues are in place.

• More widespread use of
conditionalities relating to impacts on
biodiversity are placed on projects.

• More biodiversity safeguards are in
place.

• There is an increased number of
pages in annual reports focused on
biodiversity activities.

• Speeches by leadership figures
mention biodiversity issues more
frequently.

• A greater number of staff are
participating in carbon-offset
programmes for their travel.

• Best practices are institutionalized for
organizational activities (for example,
recycling, decision making on
environmentally responsible products,
carbon-offset, and videoconferencing
when appropriate).

• Initiatives are in place and funding
sourced to replicate routine private-
sector best practices relating to
biodiversity.

• There is an increased number of
projects in portfolios that are
supporting new biodiversity-based
products or services.

6. Potential indicators for
poverty alleviation agenda
targets include:

• Programmes are using biodiversity
sustainably to eradicate poverty (for
example, ensuring food security,
employment generation, invasive alien
species removal).

• Crisis funds are available to mitigate
the effects of natural disasters/
stresses (such as droughts, floods,
tsunamis) on ecosystems.

• Biodiversity conservationists are
engaging with poverty alleviation
agendas, to minimize negative
impacts on biodiversity and increase
the contribution of biodiversity
resources to alleviating poverty.

7. Potential indicators for
markets-for-ecosystems-
services targets include:

• New biodiversity-based commodities
are emerging.

• Biodiversity considerations are taken
into account in setting up supply
chains.

• There is an increase in the number
and diversity of products certified as
biodiversity friendly.

These are broad suggestions for the
kind of indicators that could be built
into project design in mainstreaming
initiatives in order to ensure that the
process, products, and outcomes of 
such initiatives are being thoroughly
recorded, monitored, assessed, and
analysed. The exact nature of specific
indicators, as well as mechanisms for
monitoring and follow-up actions, will
need to be developed in the context of
particular projects.
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