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 I. Introduction 

1. This document is a synthesis and preliminary analysis of information submitted by 
Parties and observers on operational objective 5 (OO 5) of The Strategy: Financing and 
technology transfer.1 The present document was prepared by the Global Mechanism (GM) 
in cooperation with the secretariat, in conformity with decision 13/COP.9. 

2. Chapters II, III, IV, V and VI below discuss the state of affairs relating to  
CONS-O-14, CONS-O-15, CONS-O-16, CONS-O-17 and CONS-O-18, the performance 
indicators for this operational objective, from a global perspective, based on information 
provided by affected and developed country Parties. Neither United Nations agencies nor 
intergovernmental organizations reported in the 2012–2013 exercise. More detailed 
information on subregional and regional analysis for affected and developed country 
Parties, the Global Environment Facility (GEF) and the GM, where appropriate. An 
additional analysis was performed, taking into account the data submitted for 2008–2009 
and 2010–2011, in order to capture progress towards reaching the targets set for these 
indicators and related trends.  

3. It should be noted that this additional analysis was affected by the difference in the 
numbers of Parties participating in the two reporting exercises. This document takes into 
consideration information provided by 77 affected country Parties for the current reporting 
exercise, 113 for the previous reporting exercise, and 69 for both reporting exercises. It also 
takes into consideration information provided by 9 developed country Parties for the 
current exercise, 14 for the previous exercise and 6 for both. A trend analysis was 
performed for all five performance indicators pertaining to OO 5 to monitor progress made 
towards the global targets set under this operational objective. Because of the difference in 
the number of reports available for the two reporting exercises, the trends observed between 
the two bienniums (2008–2009 and 2010–2011) should be regarded as indicative only. In 
particular, these trends may differ from those observed for individual reporting entities that 
reported for the two subsequent bienniums and also from all of them as a group. Details 
regarding this level of analysis can be made available upon request. 

4. General conclusions on the status of activities relating to OO 5 are presented in 
chapter VII. Some recommendations for consideration by the Committee for the Review of 
the Implementation of the Convention (CRIC) have been drawn up on the need to adjust, 
streamline and strengthen activities in view of achieving the objectives of The Strategy. 
Using a results-based framework, the CRIC may wish to provide actionable guidance to 
Parties, Convention institutions and subsidiary bodies and relevant organizations in order to 
allow follow-up on targeted recommendations to be put forward to the Conference of the 
Parties (COP) for its consideration. 

 II.  Performance indicator CONS-O-14 for outcome 5.1 

 
Number of affected country Parties, subregional and regional entities whose investment 

frameworks, established within the integrated financing strategy devised by the Global 

Mechanism or within other integrated financing strategies, reflect leveraging national, 

bilateral and multilateral resources for combating desertification and land degradation. 

 

 
  

 1 Decision 3/COP.8.  
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 A. Global analysis 

 1. Number of affected country Parties that established integrated investment 

frameworks (see annex, tables 1 to 4 and figure 1) 

5. At the end of the reporting cycle, 24 countries had an integrated investment 
framework (IIF), which is an increase from the 12 reported during the last reporting cycle. 
One country reported having established more than one IIF. Africa is the frontrunner with 
14 countries reporting IIFs, or 58 per cent of the IIFs reported globally. Five countries 
reported IIFs in Asia, 4 in Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC), and 1 in Central and 
Eastern Europe (CEE). In addition, 32 countries reported plans to establish IIFs in the 
coming year(s).  

6. Developed country Parties reported that they supported nine IIFs in 2010 and nine in 
2011. One IIF was established for each year within an integrated financing strategy (IFS) 
devised by the GM.  

7. Fifteen of the countries that had at least one IIF stated that they based it on their 
national action programme (NAP). Eleven countries were supported by the GM in 
developing their IIF, seven by the GEF, five by bilateral institutions, eight by multilateral 
institutions and three by other entities. Twelve countries received technical support, ten 
received financial support and nine received capacity-building support. 

 2. National contribution to the target 

 
By 2014, at least 50 per cent of affected country Parties, subregional and regional entities 

have developed IIFs. 

 

  
8. At the end of 2011, 24 affected country Parties reported that they had established at 
least one IIF, and 33 countries reported plans to establish IIFs in the coming year(s). Of the 
24 that established at least one IIF, 14 reported plans to establish more in the future. These 
countries were considered exclusively as having established IIFs to avoid double counting.  

9.  Two developed country Parties and the GM expressed their intention to support the 
establishment of IIFs in affected country Parties in the coming year(s). 

10. Countries were asked to report on the major difficulties experienced in developing 
an IIF (see annex, table 5). Financial constraints presented the greatest difficulty both in 
terms of the number of countries reporting this and the level of importance assigned. This is 
followed by a lack of human resources, insufficient coordination between national and 
supporting entities, and diverse resources that are difficult to manage under one umbrella.   

11. The number of countries that established an IIF since 2008–2009 increased, while 
the number of countries currently planning to establish an IIF decreased. This could be 
because several countries finalized the process during the two-year reporting cycle. In 
addition, fewer countries participated in this cycle than in the previous biennium. For the 
group of countries that completed their IIF, there is an increase in those who based it on 
their NAP. Donor groups and institutions have also shown increased support. While there is 
an increasing number of affected country Parties that established IIFs, countries which did 
not, as well as their development partners, must make additional efforts in order to reach 
the 50 per cent target by 2014.  
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 B. Affected country Parties (subregional and regional analysis) 

 1. Number of affected country Parties that established integrated investment 

frameworks 

 a. Africa (see annex, tables 6 to 9 and figure 3) 

12. In Africa, 14 countries developed an IIF and 10 plan to develop one in the future. 
Nine of the countries with an IIF reported that they based it on their NAP. Seven countries 
received assistance from the GM, five from the GEF, three from bilateral institutions, six 
from multilateral institutions, and two from other sources; this is a 15 per cent increase 
from the last reporting cycle. Seven countries received technical support, seven received 
financial support and four received capacity-building support. Of the seven countries that 
received GM assistance, six stated that it was based on their IFS. Twelve of the countries 
with IIFs received GM assistance in exploring non-traditional and innovative channels of 
financial resources. There was a 75 per cent increase in the number of African affected 
country Parties that had established at least one IIF since the last reporting cycle. However, 
there was a decrease in the number of countries planning to do so in the future.  

 b. Asia (see annex, tables 10 to 13 and figure 4) 

13. In Asia, 5 countries reported developing an IIF, up from 1 in 2008–2009, and 12 
plan to develop one in the future. Three of the countries with an IIF reported that they based 
it on their NAP. The same three countries received assistance from the GM; one received 
support from the GEF and bilateral and multilateral institutions. Two countries received 
technical support and two received capacity-building support. All countries that received 
GM assistance stated that it was based on their IFS. One of the countries that established 
IIFs reported receiving GM assistance in exploring non-traditional and innovative channels 
of financial resources. 

 c. Latin America and the Caribbean (see annex, tables 14 to 17 and figure 5) 

14.  In the LAC region, 4 countries reported developing an IIF, up from 1 in the 
previous reporting cycle, and 7 plan to develop one in the future, down from 13 in the last 
biennium. Three of the countries with an IIF reported that they based it on their NAP. One 
country received assistance from the GM, one from the GEF, one from bilateral institutions, 
one from multilateral institutions, and one from other sources. The three countries with a 
NAP-based IIF received technical, financial and capacity-building assistance. The country 
that received assistance from the GM stated that the IIF was based on the IFS devised by 
the GM. Two of the countries with IIFs reported receiving GM assistance in exploring non-
traditional and innovative financial resources.  

 d. Northern Mediterranean  

15. Three out of four reporting countries responded to this question. None had 
developed an IIF, but one reported plans to do so. 

 e. Central and Eastern Europe 

16. Four out of seven reporting countries responded to this question. At the time of 
reporting, one reported developing more than one IIF; two reported plans to establish one.  
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 2. National contribution to the target 

 a. Africa (see annex, table 18) 

17. Ten of the countries that had no IIF at the end of the reporting period reported plans 
to establish IIFs in the coming year(s). In addition to these ten countries, five countries that 
reported having IIFs also reported plans to establish more in the coming year(s). Financial 
constraints were given as the main difficulty in completing this task. 

 b. Asia (see annex, table 19) 

18. Twelve of the countries that had no IIF at the end of the reporting period reported 
plans to establish IIFs in the coming years. In addition, three countries with IIFs reported 
plans to establish more IIFs in the coming years. Human resources constraints were 
reported as the main difficulty in completing this task. 

 c. Latin America and the Caribbean (see annex, table 20) 

19. Seven of the countries that had no IIF at the end of the reporting period reported 
plans to establish IIFs in the coming years. In addition, two countries with IIFs reported 
plans to establish more IIFs in the coming years. Financial constraints were reported as the 
main difficulty in completing this task. 

 d. Northern Mediterranean 

20. One country in the Northern Mediterranean region reported plans to establish an IIF 
in the 2016–2017 biennium. Financial constraints were reported as the main difficulty in 
completing this task. 

 e. Central and Eastern Europe 

21. Two countries in the region reported plans to establish an IIF in the 2012–2013 
biennium. Financial constraints were reported as the main difficulty in completing this task. 

 C. Developed country Parties  

 1. Number of integrated investment frameworks established with support from 

developed country Parties (see annex, tables 21 and 22) 

22.  Six out of nine developed country Parties answered this question; they reported that 
they supported nine IIFs in 2010 and nine in 2011. Consistent with the previous biennium, 
they provided support for IIFs established within IFSs devised by the GM as well as other 
relevant organizations. One country reported that it did not provide support to the 
establishment of IIFs in affected country Parties. 

23. The geographic distribution of support provided before and during the reporting 
period shows that nine countries received support at the national level, both before and 
during the reporting cycle. All affected countries, subregions and regions received support 
from one developed country Party, both before and during the reporting period, with the 
exception of Africa; this region received support from two developed country Parties in 
2010–2011. According to the reports received, support is concentrated exclusively on two 
regions (Africa and Asia), with the exception of one global initiative reported before 2008. 
All Central Asian countries received support both before the reporting cycle and in 2010–

2011. Two developed country Parties reported plans to support one or more affected 
country Parties and/or United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD) 
regions/subregions.  
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24.  Two countries provided support within the framework of an initiative related to the 
UNCCD, and another two provided support within a framework other than UNCCD, the 
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) or the Convention 
on Biological Diversity (CBD). Two countries reported providing mainly technical support, 
and another two provided both technical and financial support. 

 2. National contribution to the target 

25. Two developed country Parties reported plans to support one or more affected 
country Parties and/or UNCCD regions/subregions in developing their IIFs. They plan to 
support one Western African country in 2012–2013 and one global initiative. 

26. Developed country Parties which supported one or more IIF(s) at national and/or 
subregional/regional level were asked to report on the major difficulties experienced in the 
process (see annex, table 23). These were as follows: 

(a) Working with the cross-cutting aspects of sustainable land management 
(SLM);  

(b) Strategizing SLM-specific interventions as opposed to incorporating SLM in 
policies on climate change or other related issues; and  

(c) Handling an integrated approach to SLM.   

27. Developed country Parties which did not support IIFs at national and/or 
subregional/regional level were asked to identify the reasons that prevented the delivery of 
this type of support (see annex, table 24). Four countries answered this question, indicating 
a lack of financial resources as the main reason.  

 D. Global Environment Facility  

28. The GEF did not support IIFs, either before or during the reporting period, nor did it 
report plans to provide support in the coming years. The GEF indicated the “lack of 

coordination among relevant ministries of the recipient country(ies) for the provision of 
needed technical and financial information” and “the diverse nature of national, bilateral 
and multilateral resources” as some of the main constraints.  

 E. Global Mechanism 

 1. Number of integrated investment frameworks supported 

29. The GM supported 4 (sub)regional and 15 national IIFs within the IFS devised by 
the GM for each year of the reporting cycle. Support was provided within the framework of 
the UNCCD, namely by TerrAfrica, the Central Asian Countries Initiative for Land 
Management (CACILM), the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the 
GEF (Targeted Portfolio Project on Capacity-Building and the Least Developed Country 
and Small Island Developing State Targeted Portfolio Approach for Capacity Development 
and Mainstreaming of Sustainable Land Management Project). The GM provided both 
technical and financial support. A comparison with the previous biennium shows a positive 
trend; this is because the GM supported four IIFs within the IFS during the previous 
reporting cycle, and also supported one subregional and three national investment 
frameworks outside the IFS. 

30.  Before the reporting period, the GM had supported Central Asia in establishing an 
IIF. During the reporting period, the GM provided support to all regions except the 
Northern Mediterranean. The GM also provided support to 45 countries in Africa, Asia and 
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LAC in developing IIFs in conjunction with the NAP alignment process, as requested by 
decision 2/COP.9. 

 2. Contribution to the target 

31. The GM has plans to provide further support to the implementation of IIFs in 2012–

2013. The GM indicated “SLM not being featured among the main national development 

priorities” and “relevant stakeholders not being adequately informed about returns on SLM 

investments” as the main difficulties encountered in developing IIFs.  

 III.  Performance indicator CONS-O-15 for outcome 5.2 

 
Amount of financial resources made available by developed country Parties to combat 

DLDD 

 

  
32. This indicator was analysed from a global perspective because only developed 
country Parties were requested to report on it. No target was set for this indicator. 

  Amounts made available to affected country Parties through desertification/land 

degradation and drought-related programmes and projects during the reporting period  

33.  Eight out of nine developed country Parties responded to the question (see annex, 
table 25). They reported a commitment of USD 1.28 billion to affected country Parties for 
DLDD-related activities in the 2010–2011 biennium compared to USD 2.73 billion for the 
previous biennium. 

34.  Developed country Parties were asked to provide reasons for the increasing or 
decreasing trend in financial resources made available to affected country Parties and to 
rate the level of importance for each reason (see annex, tables 26, 27 and figures 6, 7). The 
main reason given was changes in the availability of resources for development cooperation 
in general. 

  Amounts made available to multilateral organizations through desertification/land 

degradation and drought-related programmes and projects during the reporting period 

35. Four developed country Parties responded to the question and reported providing 
USD 45 million to multilateral organizations through DLDD-related programmes and 
projects during the reporting period.  

 IV.  Performance indicator CONS-O-16 for outcome 5.2 

 
Degree of adequacy, timeliness and predictability of financial resources made available by 

developed country Parties to combat DLDD. 
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 A.  Global analysis 

 1.  Rating of bilateral assistance received (see annex, tables 28, 29 and figures 8, 9) 

36. Affected country Parties rated their overall level of satisfaction with the bilateral 
assistance received as moderate to good, with some variations across regions. LAC reported 
the highest level of satisfaction in all categories. Africa reported the lowest level of 
satisfaction with regard to timeliness (excluding Northern Mediterranean, which did not 
answer this question) and Asia reported the highest. Despite the positive responses, the 
number of satisfied countries decreased across all regions in comparison with 2008–2009. 
This may be explained by the lower number of Parties completing this reporting cycle. 

 2. Qualitative assessment (see annex, tables 30 to 32 and figures 10, 11) 

37. Approximately 58 per cent of reporting countries received assistance from bilateral 
donors, up from 54 per cent in 2008–2009. Asia was the region where the most countries 
reported receiving assistance, while CEE had the least number of countries receiving 
assistance.   

38. Of all countries receiving assistance, 23 were supported by the GEF, 21 by 
multilateral institutions, 17 by the GM, 15 by the UNCCD secretariat, 13 by bilateral 
partners and 4 by other sources. The GEF and multilateral organizations were reported as 
having assisted more countries in the 2010–2011 biennium than 2008–2009. 

39. Forty per cent of the reporting countries stated that the level of adequacy, timeliness and 
predictability of bilateral assistance received constrained their implementation of the 
Convention. Globally, these figures are generally consistent with the figures reported on the 
level of adequacy, timeliness and predictability of the bilateral assistance received.  

 B.  Affected country Parties (subregional and regional analysis) 

 1. Rating of bilateral assistance received 

 a. Africa (see annex, tables 33 to 35 and figures 12 to 14) 

40. The level of satisfaction with the adequacy, timeliness and predictability of bilateral 
assistance is similar across African countries that reported. With regard to adequacy, 11 per 
cent of African countries are fully satisfied with the assistance received, 40 per cent are 
either fully satisfied or satisfied to some degree, and 30 per cent are not satisfied. In terms 
of timeliness, 42 per cent consider bilateral assistance timely or fairly timely and 27 per 
cent consider it not timely. As for predictability, 35 per cent of countries consider 
assistance predictable or fairly predictable; another 35 per cent do not consider it 
predictable. Approximately 30 per cent of African countries that submitted reports for this 
reporting cycle did not report on this set of questions. 

 b. Asia (see annex, tables 36 to 38 and figures 15 to 17) 

41. The level of satisfaction with the adequacy of bilateral assistance is fairly low across 
Asian countries. One country (or 4.5 per cent) is fully satisfied with the assistance received, 
27 per cent are either fully satisfied or satisfied to some degree, and almost 60 per cent are 
not satisfied, up from 41 per cent in the last reporting cycle. In terms of timeliness, 66 per 
cent of the reporting countries consider bilateral assistance timely or fairly timely, up from 
around 30 per cent from the last reporting cycle; 19 per cent consider it not timely, down 
from 36 per cent. For predictability, 45 per cent of countries consider the bilateral 
assistance received predictable or fairly predictable, up from 25 per cent in the last 
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biennium; 36 per cent consider it not predictable, down from 46 per cent in the last cycle. 
Approximately 14 per cent of countries that submitted reports for this reporting cycle did 
not report on this set of questions. 

 c.  Latin America and the Caribbean (see annex, tables 39 to 41 and figures 18 to 20) 

42. The level of satisfaction with the adequacy of bilateral assistance is fairly high 
across LAC countries; 66 per cent are either fully satisfied or satisfied to some degree and 
no countries reported being not satisfied. This is quite different from the last cycle when 56 
per cent rated bilateral assistance as inadequate and 40 per cent as fairly or fully adequate. 
In terms of timeliness, 66 per cent of the reporting countries consider bilateral assistance 
timely or fairly timely, up from 42 per cent; one country considers it not timely, down from 
eight countries in 2008–2009. Approximately 50 per cent consider the assistance 
predictable or fairly predictable, up from 30 per cent  in 2008–2009; 17 per cent consider it 
not predictable, down from almost 60 per cent; and 33 per cent of countries did not report 
on this set of questions. 

 d.  Northern Mediterranean 

43. No countries in the region responded to this question. 

 e.  Central and Eastern Europe 

44. Three countries responded to this question. All three stated that the adequacy and 
timeliness of bilateral assistance received was fair; two stated that it was fairly predictable, 
and one stated that it was not predictable.  

 2. Qualitative assessment 

 a. Africa (see annex, tables 42 to 44 and figures 21, 22) 

45. More than half of the reporting countries in Africa received technical assistance in 
raising resources from bilateral donors. Western Africa was the subregion receiving the 
most support, followed by Southern Africa. The GEF assisted the largest number of African 
countries in raising resources from bilateral sources, followed by multilateral institutions 
and the UNCCD secretariat. The GM supported five countries in Western and Southern 
Africa. A slight majority of the reporting countries reported no constraints in implementing 
the Convention in terms of the adequacy, timeliness and predictability of bilateral 
assistance. 

 b. Asia (see annex, tables 45 to 47 and figures 23, 24) 

46. Out of 21 reporting countries, 15 received technical support in raising external 
resources from bilateral donors. The level of support was distributed quite evenly across 
subregions, with West Asia receiving the most support and the Pacific receiving the least. 
As in Africa, multilateral organizations and the GEF provided assistance to the most 
countries. The GM provided assistance to 7 countries and the UNCCD secretariat to 6. 
Consistent with their rating of the adequacy, timeliness and predictability of the bilateral 
assistance received, 14 out of 18 reporting countries in Asia identified constraints in 
planning and implementing the Convention. Approximately 23 per cent of reporting 
countries did not respond to the question. 

 c. Latin America and the Caribbean (see annex, tables 48 to 50 and figures 25, 26) 

47. Out of the 12 reporting countries in the LAC region, 7 received support in raising 
resources. All Andean countries were supported while the Caribbean subregion received no 
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support. The pattern of support here is different from those in Africa and Asia, as the GM is 
the main provider of assistance (5 countries). The UNCCD secretariat, the GEF and other 
bilateral and multilateral entities each provided support to 3 countries. In this region, 2 
countries reported constraints in the implementation of the Convention, 4 reported none, 
and 5 did not respond to this question.  

 d. Northern Mediterranean 

48. No countries in the region responded to the questions in this section. 

 e. Central and Eastern Europe 

49. Three countries in this region responded to the questions in this section. Two 
received assistance in raising resources from bilateral donors and one did not. Assistance 
was provided by the GEF and other sources. All three reporting countries indicated 
performance constraints in implementing the Convention due to the level of adequacy, 
timeliness and predictability of the assistance received.  

 V.  Performance indicator CONS-O-17 for outcome 5.3 

 
Number of DLDD-related project proposals successfully submitted for financing to 

international financial institutions, facilities and funds, including the GEF. 

 

 

 A. Global analysis 

 1. Number of ongoing projects and submitted project proposals in the pipeline (see 

annex, table 51 and figure 27) 

50. Nearly 500 projects financed by international institutions, facilities and funds were 
ongoing during the reporting period, and over 300 were in the pipeline. Africa has by far 
the largest number of submitted project proposals. Asia has the most ongoing projects, 
followed by LAC and Africa. Asia is also the region that raised the highest amount of 
financing; one country alone raised nearly 90 per cent of the total funds mobilized within 
the region. 

51.  When comparing these figures with those provided by developed country Parties 
and the GEF, including in terms of volume of investments, multilateral institutions are by 
far the most significant partners of affected country Parties for financing DLDD-related 
projects. This is also consistent with the ratings of the assistance received. 

52. When comparing these figures with those from the previous reporting cycle, the 
absolute number of submitted project proposals increased slightly, while the number of 
ongoing projects and the total amount of resources mobilized decreased. The difference in 
the number of entities taking part in the two reporting cycles could provide an explanation 
for this trend. 

 2. National contribution to the target 

 
A steady growth in the number of DLDD-related successfully submitted project proposals is 

recorded along the implementation period of the Strategy. 
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53. As in the previous biennium, at the end of the reporting cycle 14 countries reported 
having mobilized enough resources from international financial institutions, facilities and 
funds through successfully submitted project proposals. The Asian region reported the 
largest number of countries mobilizing enough resources. A total of 41 countries (down 
from 59) were not satisfied with the level of resources mobilized, but reported plans to 
increase it (see annex, table 52 and figure 28). 

54. The majority of countries (38 per cent) raised between 50 and 75 per cent of their 
total financing from international resources (see annex, table 53). This is followed by the 25 
per cent of countries that used international resources to raise more than 75 per cent of their 
total financing. 

55. The main reason behind the increased submission of project proposals was the 
enhanced capacity of national stakeholders to prepare applications (reported by 26 per cent 
of countries), closely followed by easier and more transparent application procedures (24 
per cent). Another relevant success factor was the existence of a financing strategy such as 
the IFS. 

56. Countries reported different reasons for the decreasing trend in the submission of 
project proposals. The main reason was the limited availability of financial resources for 
DLDD-related activities and/or specific allocations within the donors’ portfolio. 

57. When compared with the previous reporting cycle, the number of submitted project 
proposals increased slightly, while the number of ongoing projects and the amount of 
resources mobilized decreased by approximately one third. Again, the lower number of 
countries reporting on this indicator could explain the decrease. However, Asia showed a 
positive trend in the number of ongoing projects. 

 B. Affected country Parties (subregional and regional analysis) 

 1. Number of project proposals submitted (pipeline) and ongoing  

 a. Africa (see annex, table 54 and figure 29) 

58.  Affected country Parties in Africa reported 122 submitted project proposals and 161 
in the pipeline. The majority of the projects are located in Western Africa (75 per cent of 
the ongoing projects and 84 per cent of projects in the pipeline). The total amount raised by 
the region was just below USD 419 million, a decrease from the USD 1 billion reported for 
the previous biennium; the largest share of funding was deployed in Central Africa (38 per 
cent of the total). 

 b. Asia (see annex, table 55 and figure 30) 

59. Affected country Parties in Asia reported 208 ongoing projects and 91 in the 
pipeline. The majority of the projects are located in South Asia (43 per cent of the ongoing 
projects and 58 per cent of the projects in the pipeline). East Asia had the second-highest 
number of ongoing projects (56) and the largest share of resources mobilized at nearly 93 
per cent of the regional total of USD 17.5 billion, a decrease from the USD 24 billion 
reported for the previous biennium.  

 c. Latin America and the Caribbean (see annex, table 56 and figure 31) 

60. Affected country Parties in the LAC region reported 145 ongoing projects and 19 in 
the pipeline. The majority of projects are located in the Andean region (59 per cent of the 
ongoing projects and 84 per cent of the projects in the pipeline). The total amount raised by 
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the region was just above USD 210 million, down from the USD 733 million reported in 
the previous biennium. The largest share of funding was raised in the South Cone subregion 
(80 per cent). Caribbean countries did not report on the amount of financing mobilized. 

 d. Northern Mediterranean (see annex, table 57) 

61. The Northern Mediterranean region reported 14 ongoing projects and 12 in the 
pipeline. The total amount raised in the region was just below USD 0.5 million.  

 e. Central and Eastern Europe (see annex, table 58) 

62. The CEE region reported 3 ongoing projects and 19 in the pipeline. The total amount 
raised by the region was just above USD 5 million. This region had the sharpest decrease in 
the amount raised. However, when taking only those countries that completed both 
reporting cycles into account, the difference is significantly reduced. Two thirds of the total 
amount was raised by one country that did not participate in the latest reporting exercise. 

 2. National contribution to the target 

 a. Africa (see annex, tables 59, 60 and figure 32) 

63. At the end of the reporting cycle, 3 countries reported having mobilized enough 
resources from international financial institutions, facilities and funds through successful 
project proposals. These countries are located in Northern, Southern and Western Africa. 
The 20 countries which were not satisfied with the amount of resources mobilized reported 
plans to increase it. 

 b. Asia (see annex, tables 61, 62 and figure 33) 

64. At the end of the reporting cycle, 7 countries reported having mobilized enough 
resources from international financial institutions, facilities and funds through successfully 
submitted project proposals. These countries are located in Central Asia. The 13 countries 
which were not satisfied with the amount of resources mobilized reported plans to increase 
it. 

 c. Latin America and the Caribbean (see annex, tables 63 and 64) 

65. At the end of the reporting cycle, three countries reported having mobilized enough 
resources from international financial institutions, facilities and funds through successfully 
submitted project proposals. Three more countries, which were not satisfied with the 
amount of resources mobilized, reported plans to increase it. 

 d. Northern Mediterranean (see annex, table 65) 

66.  Two countries reported on this indicator, both declaring insufficient mobilization of 
resources. Both, however, have plans for mobilizing them in future. Three countries stated 
the same in the previous reporting cycle. 

 e. Central and Eastern Europe (see annex, table 66) 

67.  One country reported having mobilized enough resources, and three more countries 
reported plans to mobilize them. 
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 C. Global Environment Facility  

 1. Number of desertification/land degradation and drought-related project proposals 

submitted (in the pipeline) and approved (see annex, tables 67 and 68) 

68. For this performance indicator, the GEF reported having approved a total of 43 
proposals for projects related to DLDD, up from 31 for the previous biennium. This 
amounts to a total project amount of over USD 2.5 billion (up from USD 176 million in 
2008–2009). Most projects took place in Regional Implementation Annex I countries, 
where the largest share was disbursed; Regional Implementation Annex IV countries 
received the least funding. The GEF did not report on the number of projects in the 
pipeline. 

 2. National contribution to the target 

69. The GEF indicated the increased involvement of third parties (e.g. the private sector) 
in facilitating access to funding as the main reason for the increasing trend in successfully 
submitted project proposals. 

 VI.  Performance indicator CONS-O-18 for outcome 5.5 

 
Amount of financial resources and type of incentives which have enabled access to 

technology by affected country Parties. 

 

 

 A. Global analysis 

 1. Estimated amounts allocated to facilitate technology transfer (see annex, tables 69 and 

70) 

70. Over USD 6 billion was allocated to facilitate technology transfer in each year of the 
reporting period with a slight decrease in 2011. This is three times the USD 2 billion 
allocated in 2008–2009. As in the previous biennium, Asia attracted by far the largest share 
of financing, followed by LAC. However, some countries received a very high proportion 
of the total for their region, which resulted in variation among subregions.  

71. A total of 37 countries established incentives to facilitate access to technology, a 
slight increase from previous years. Asia established the highest number of incentives, 
closely followed by Africa. Policy/regulatory incentives and financial incentives were the 
most common in all regions (29 and 28 occurrences, respectively). Fiscal incentives were 
reported by 19 countries, up from 13 in the previous biennium. 

 2. National contribution to the target (see annex, tables 71 to 75 and figures 34 to 36) 

 
A steady growth in the financial resources allocated to facilitate access to technology by 

affected country Parties is recorded along the implementation period of the Strategy. 

A steady growth in the number of economic and policy incentive reported upon is recorded 

along the implementation period of the Strategy. 
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72. Between 2010 and 2011, the amount of financial resources allocated to technology 
transfer increased in all regions, with the exception of LAC, where it decreased by 4 per 
cent. The majority of affected country Parties – 43 out of 50 – consider the resources 
allocated to the facilitation of technology transfer as insufficient. Asia has the highest 
number of unsatisfied affected country Parties, and no CEE country considered the amounts 
allocated as sufficient. 

73. The majority of affected country Parties (37) also have plans to create an enabling 
environment for technology transfer; 6 countries do not have such plans. Countries are to 
plan additional measures for the medium term: 15 countries intend to implement them in 
the 2012–2013 biennium; another 17 have such plans for the 2014–2015 reporting cycle. 
This is an indication that this target may be achieved. 

74.  As regards the second target, a steady growth in the number of affected country 
Parties having established economic and policy incentives was recorded in 38 countries for 
the 2010–2011 biennium, marking a slight increase from the previous reporting cycle. This 
target will be achieved if the other 37 countries planning to create or reinforce existing 
incentives do so in the coming biennium. 

75. Reasons reported by countries for the ineffectiveness of existing incentives include: 
(i) policy or regulatory incentives not being enforced; (ii) lack of resources for financial or 
fiscal incentives; and (iii) lack of support from the national financial and credit systems. 

76. The increasing trend in financial resources allocated through DLDD-related 
programmes and projects to facilitate access to technology was mainly explained by the 
establishment of government incentives, which accounted for 36 per cent of the total when 
weighted according to the level of importance assigned. 

77. The main reason for the decreasing trend in financial resources allocated to DLDD-
related programmes and projects to facilitate access to technology was the lack of fixed 
infrastructure for accessing such technology. This accounted for 37 per cent of the total 
when weighted according to the level of importance assigned. The number of countries 
reporting enough resources mobilized for DLDD remained stable at the global level, while 
the number of countries dissatisfied with the level of resources decreased. The estimated 
amounts allocated to facilitate technology transfer increased significantly across all regions. 
Countries reported an increased utilization of all types of incentives, except in the LAC 
region. Despite this increase, 85 per cent of countries described the resources allocated 
through DLDD-related projects and programmes for technology transfer as inadequate.   

 B. Affected country Parties (subregional and regional analysis) 

 1. Estimated amounts allocated to facilitate technology transfer 

 a. Africa (see annex, tables 76 and 77) 

78. Over USD 98 million was allocated to facilitate technology transfer in Africa in 
2010 and more than USD 123 million in 2011. The highest share was allocated in Western 
Africa with more than 90 per cent of the total. However, the data for this region should be 
regarded with caution as two subregions (Eastern Africa and Southern Africa) did not 
report financial data for this indicator. The amount allocated reflects a substantial increase 
from the approximately USD 26 million in 2008 and 36 million in 2009.  

79. In Africa, 13 countries reported that they had established incentives for facilitating 
access to technology; this is the same as the previous reporting cycle. In addition, 12 
countries established policy or regulatory incentives, 10 established financial incentives, 
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and 6 established fiscal incentives. Western Africa was the subregion with the highest 
number of incentives. 

 b. Asia (see annex, tables 78 and 79) 

80. Asia reported over USD 3.5 billion allocated to facilitate technology transfer for 
both 2010 and 2011, with a slightly increasing trend within the reporting cycle. West Asia 
was the subregion where the highest share – over 90 per cent – was allocated, while no 
countries in the East Asia subregion reported financial figures for this indicator. However, 
most subregions within Asia had one or two reporting countries, so the accuracy of this 
regional analysis should be regarded as moderate to low. This is a substantial increase as 
approximately USD 370 million was allocated to facilitate technology transfer in Asia in 
2008 and 536 million in 2009.  

81. Fourteen countries reported that they had established incentives intended to facilitate 
access to technology, which is four more countries than in the previous reporting cycle. 
Thirteen countries established policy or regulatory incentives, eleven established financial 
incentives; and eight established fiscal incentives. The subregion with the highest number 
of incentives was West Asia. 

 c. Latin America and the Caribbean (see annex, tables 80 and 81) 

82. Countries in this region reported USD 2.4 billion allocated to facilitate technology 
transfer for DLDD-related activities in 2010 and USD 2.3 billion in 2011. The Caribbean 
subregion did not provide financial figures. Approximately USD 440 million was allocated 
to facilitate technology transfer in LAC in the 2008–2009 biennium. When comparing the 
two reporting exercises, a substantial increase in this financial figure can be observed 
despite the negative trend between 2010 and 2011. 

83. Five countries established incentives to facilitate access to technology, which is a 
decrease from the eight countries in the previous reporting cycle (2008–2009). No country 
established policy or regulatory incentives, but three established financial incentives, while 
two reported fiscal incentives. 

 d. Northern Mediterranean (see annex, table 82) 

84. The region did not report an estimated amount allocated to facilitate technology 
transfer. 

85. Two countries established incentives to facilitate access to technology. Two 
countries established financial incentives, while one established policy/regulatory 
incentives and one established fiscal incentives. 

 e. Central and Eastern Europe (see annex, tables 83 and 84) 

86. This region reported USD 1 million being allocated to facilitate technology transfer 
for DLDD-related activities in 2010 and USD 1.8 million in 2011. This a substantial 
decrease over the USD 580 million reported during the previous reporting cycle. 

87. Three countries established incentives to facilitate technology transfer. All three 
countries established policy or regulatory incentives, and two established financial and 
fiscal incentives. 
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 2. National contribution to the target 

 a. Africa (see annex, tables 85 and 86) 

88. Of those countries reporting against this indicator, 76 per cent considered the 
resources allocated to facilitate access to technology insufficient. 

89. A total of 17 African countries reported plans to put in place new measures to 
facilitate an enabling environment for technology transfer in the forthcoming bienniums.  

90. Reasons for the ineffectiveness of existing incentives reported by countries include 
unenforced policy or regulatory incentives; lack of resources for financial or fiscal 
incentives; and, with a slight majority, lack of support from the national financial and credit 
systems. 

 b. Asia (see annex, tables 87 and 88) 

91. Out of the 18 countries that answered this question, 17 considered the resources 
allocated through DLDD-related projects and programmes to facilitate access to technology 
as insufficient. The only country that reported such resources as sufficient is located in the 
West Asia subregion. 

92. Eleven countries are planning to implement additional measures to establish 
incentives for technology transfer between 2012–2013 and 2014–2015. No countries 
reported long-term plans (i.e. for the 2016–2017 biennium). 

93. The main reason for the ineffectiveness of existing incentives was the lack of 
resources needed to apply financial and fiscal mechanisms. This accounted for 42 per cent 
of the total, if weighted according to the level of importance assigned. 

 c. Latin American and the Caribbean (see annex, tables 89 and 90) 

94.  Six out of eight reporting countries described the resources allocated to facilitate 
access to technology as insufficient. The majority of these countries are located in the 
Andean and South Cone subregions.  

95.  Five countries in the LAC region have plans to establish incentives for technology 
transfer in the coming years, particularly during the 2014–2015 biennium.  

96. Reporting countries indicated a lack of resources for applying financial or fiscal 
incentives as the main reason for the ineffectiveness of existing mechanisms. This opinion 
accounted for 44 per cent of the total, if weighted according to the level of importance 
assigned. 

 d. Northern Mediterranean (see annex, tables 91 and 92) 

97. Three countries in the region answered this question. They all described the 
resources allocated through programmes and projects related to DLDD to facilitate access 
to technology as insufficient. This is equivalent to the outcomes of the previous reporting 
cycle. 

98. Two countries pinpointed the national and financial credit systems as the main 
reason for the ineffectiveness of existing incentives.  

 e. Central and Eastern Europe (see annex, tables 93 and 94) 

99. Four countries in the region answered this question. They all described the resources 
allocated to facilitate access to technology as insufficient. 



ICCD/CRIC(11)/11 

 19 

100. Three countries in the CEE region have plans to implement additional measures to 
establish incentives facilitating technology transfer. Two of these countries will do so in 
2012–2013, while the remaining country has plans for the subsequent biennium (i.e. 2014–

2015). 

101. Two countries reported on the reasons for the ineffectiveness of existing incentives 
and for the increasing or decreasing trend in the allocation of financial resources for 
DLDD-related activities facilitating access to technology. The lack of policy or regulatory 
incentives was given as the main reason for this. 

 VII. Conclusions 

102.  The analysis of the data submitted by affected and developed country Parties, 

the GEF and the GM for the 2010–2011 biennium yielded findings related to financing 

and technology transfer and confirmed some findings and trends identified in the 

previous biennium.  

103. A total of 24 affected country Parties had at least one IIF at the end of 2011, 

which is twice as many countries as in the 2008–2009 biennium. More than half of the 

reporting countries, most in Africa, developed the IIF based on their NAP. In 

addition, 33 countries intend to establish an IIF over the next few years; 2 developed 

country Parties and the GM expressed willingness to support the establishment of IIFs 

in affected country Parties in the future. Additional concerted efforts and political 

commitment are needed if the 50 per cent target set out in The Strategy is to be 

achieved by 2014. 

104. The financial support made available by the eight developed country Parties 

who answered this question in this reporting cycle amounted to USD 1.28 billion for 

the 2010–2011 biennium. They also reported making an additional USD 45 million 

available to multilateral organizations. In total, this represents approximately half of 

what was reported in the last biennium. 

105. The global level of satisfaction with assistance received among affected country 

Parties can be considered as moderate to good. The highest levels of satisfaction are 

associated with the timeliness of such assistance, followed by adequacy and finally 

predictability. This is consistent with the results reported for the previous biennium.  

106.  For the 2010–2011 biennium, 492 ongoing projects funded by international 

institutions, facilities and funds, and 302 project proposals were reported. While the 

number of projects in the pipeline increased from the previous reporting cycle, the 

number of ongoing projects decreased. The total cumulative amount of resources 

invested in ongoing projects was USD 18.2 billion, which represents a decrease of 35 

per cent from the previous biennium. Of all reporting countries, 75 per cent reported 

that they were not mobilizing enough resources to meet their investment needs. All 

reported plans to make more efforts in this respect, especially countries in Africa. 

107. Over USD 6 billion was invested in each year of the biennium for incentives to 

facilitate technology transfer, showing a consistent increase from the last reporting 

cycle. However, several countries indicated that the resources allocated to incentives 

were still insufficient and reported plans to implement additional measures in the 

future. This would make the prospect of achieving the targets set for this indicator 

good.  
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 VIII. Recommendations 

108. The following preliminary recommendations may be considered by Parties at 

the eleventh session of the CRIC, with a view to initiating early consultations on draft 

decisions to be forwarded to the COP at its eleventh session for consideration: 

(a) Affected country Parties are urged to increase their efforts in 

establishing IIFs with the aim of achieving the 50 per cent target set out by The 

Strategy by 2014; 

(b) Developed country Parties, the GEF and other multilateral financial 

institutions are invited to increase their efforts in supporting the establishment of IIFs 

in all regions, especially Asia, LAC and CEE; 

(c) The GM is requested to continue assisting affected country Parties and 

subregions in developing their IIFs and in identifying innovative sources of funding, 

including new financial opportunities, instruments and mechanisms, for this purpose; 

(d) Developed country Parties and multilateral institutions, particularly the 

GEF, are invited to increase the adequacy, timeliness and predictability of the 

resources provided to affected country Parties and subregions in response to the 

concerns expressed by these Parties;  

(e) Affected country Parties are invited to step up their efforts in submitting 

project proposals to multilateral financial institutions, facilities and funds, and to take 

advantage of support provided for this purpose, particularly (but not limited to) the 

resources allocated under the GEF and its System for Transparent Allocation of 

Resources; 

(f) The GEF is requested to consider national needs assessments in 

allocating resources for the next replenishment of the GEF; and  

(g) Subsidiary bodies and Convention institutions are requested to include 

the consideration of these recommendations in their respective work programmes and 

plans that are to be put forward for consideration at COP 11 with a view to providing 

the required assistance to affected country Parties in relation to operational objective 

5 of The Strategy.  
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 I.  Tables and figures for performance indicator CONS-O-14  

Table 1 
Number of affected country Parties that established integrated investment 

frameworks (IIFs) (Global, 2010–2011) 

 Africa Asia 

Latin America 

and the 

Caribbean 

Northern 

Mediterranean 

Central and 

Eastern 

Europe Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

More than one IIF 
established 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 n/a 

One IIF established 14 5 4 0 0 23 12 92 % 

Plans to establish IIF 10 12 7 1 2 32 60 -47 % 

No plan to establish 
IIF 1 3  0 2 1 7 7 0 % 

 

 

Figure 1 
Percentage of affected country Parties that established integrated investment 

frameworks (IIFs) (Global, 2010–2011) 
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Table 2 
Number of integrated investment frameworks (IIFs) based on national action 

programmes (NAPs) (Global, 2010–2011) 

 Africa Asia 

Latin America 

and the 

Caribbean 

Northern 

Mediterrane

an 

Central and 

Eastern 

Europe Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

IIFs based on NAPs 9 3 3 0 0 15 11 36 % 

IIFs not based on NAPs 5 2 1 0 1 9 0 n/a 

 

 

Table 3 
Number of integrated investment frameworks supported by developed country 

Parties and multilateral institutions (Global, 2010–2011) 

 Africa Asia 

 Latin 

America 

and the 

Caribbean 

Northern 

Mediterrane

an 

Central and 

Eastern 

Europe Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Global 
Mechanism 7 3 1 0 0 11 3 267 % 

Global 
Environment 
Facility 5 1 1 0 0 7 6 17 % 

Bilateral 3 1 1 0 0 5 4 25 % 

Multilateral 6 1 1 0 0 8 7 14 % 

Other 2 0 1 0 0 3 7 -57 % 

 

 

Table 4 
Type of support received by number of countries (Global, 2010–2011)  

 Africa Asia 

Latin America 

and the 

Caribbean 

Northern 

Mediterrane

an 

Central and 

Eastern 

Europe Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Technical 7 2 3 0 0 12 7 71 % 

Financial 7 0 3 0 0 10 6 67 % 

Capacity-
building 4 2 3 0 0 9 6 50 % 
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Table 5 
Number of affected country Parties that experienced difficulties in developing an 

integrated investment framework (from 0 (not important) to 5 (very important)) 

(Global, 2010–2011) 

Type of difficulty Level of importance 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 Total 

a. Financial constraints 2 2 4 5 12 20 45 

b. Human resources constraints 2 6 5 16 10 6 45 

c. Lack of coordination among 

relevant ministries and unclear 

attribution of responsibilities 2 6 3 12 11 8 42 

d. Lack of coordination among those 

providing support 3 6 6 9 13 6 43 

e. National, bilateral and multilateral 

resources are too diverse; cannot be 

realistically coordinated under one 

umbrella 3 9 2 10 7 9 40 

f. Other 0 1 0 1 1 5 8 

 

 

Figure 2 
Difficulties experienced by affected country Parties in developing an integrated 

investment framework, weighted according to level of importance (Global, 2010–2011) 

 
Key: a, b, c, d, e, f refer to corresponding Type of difficulty given in table 5. 
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Table 6 
Number of affected country Parties that established integrated investment 

frameworks (IIFs) (Africa, 2010–2011) 

 

Central 

Africa 

Eastern 

Africa 

Northern 

Africa 

Southern 

Africa 

Western 

Africa Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

More than one IIF 
established 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 % 

One IIF established 3 0 3 2 6 14 8 75 % 

Plans to establish IIFs 3 2 0 3 2 10 21 -52 % 

No plan to establish 
an IIF 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 n/a 

 

 

Figure 3 
Percentage of affected country Parties that established integrated investment 

frameworks (IIFs) (Africa, 2010–2011) 

 

 

 

Table 7 
Number of integrated investment frameworks (IIFs) based on national action 

programmes (NAPs) (Africa, 2010–2011) 

 Central Africa Eastern Africa Northern Africa Southern Africa Western Africa Total 

IIFs based on 
NAPs 1 0 3 2 3 9 

IIFs not based 
on NAPs 4 0 0 0 1 5 
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Table 8 
Number of frameworks supported by donor groups/institutions (Africa, 2010–2011) 

 

Central 

Africa 

Eastern 

Africa 

Northern 

Africa 

Southern 

Africa 

Western 

Africa Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Global 
Mechanism 0 0 2 2 3 7 2 250 % 

Global 
Environment 
Facility 1 0 0 1 3 5 5 0 % 

Bilateral 0 0 1 0 2 3 4 -25 % 

Multilateral 1 0 1 1 3 6 5 20 % 

Others 1 0 0 0 1 2 4 -50 % 

 

 

Table 9 
Type of support received by number of countries (Africa, 2010–2011)  

 

Central 

Africa 

Eastern 

Africa 

Northern 

Africa 

Southern 

Africa 

Western 

Africa Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Technical 0 0 2 2 3 7 7 0 % 

Financial 1 0 1 2 3 7 6 17 % 

Capacity-
building 0 0 1 0 3 4 6 -33 % 

 

 

Table 10 
Number of affected country Parties that established integrated investment 

frameworks (IIFs) (Asia, 2010–2011) 

 

South-East 

Asia West Asia Pacific Central Asia East Asia South Asia Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

More than one IIF 
established 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 % 

One IIF established 1 0 0 3 0 1 5 1 400 % 

Plans to establish IIF 1 4 2 1 2 2 12 13 -8 % 

No plan to establish 
IIF 1 1 0 0 0 1 3 3 0 % 
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Figure 4 
Percentage of affected country Parties that established integrated investment 

frameworks (IIFs) (Asia, 2010–2011) 

 

 

 

Table 11 
Number of integrated investment frameworks (IIFs) based on national action 

programmes (NAPs) (Asia, 2010–2011) 

 

South-East 

Asia West Asia Pacific Central Asia East Asia South Asia Total 

IIFs based on 
NAPs 1 0 0 1 0 1 3 

IIFs not based 
on NAPs 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 

 

 

Table 12 
Number of frameworks supported by donor groups/institutions (Asia, 2010–2011) 

 

South-East 

Asia West Asia Pacific Central Asia East Asia South Asia Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Global 
Mechanism 1 0 0 1 0 1 3 0 n/a 

Global 
Environment 
Facility 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 n/a 

Bilateral 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 n/a 

Multilateral 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 n/a 

Others 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 n/a 



ICCD/CRIC(11)/11 

34  

Table 13 
Type of support received by number of countries (Asia, 2010–2011) 

 

South-East 

Asia West Asia Pacific Central Asia East Asia South Asia Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Technical 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 1 100 % 

Financial 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 % 

Capacity-
building 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 n/a 

 

 

Table 14 
Number of affected country Parties that established integrated investment 

frameworks (IIFs) (Latin America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

 Andean Caribbean Mesoamerica South Cone Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

More than one IIF 
established 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 % 

One IIF established 1 1 0 2 4 1 300 % 

Plans to establish IIF 2 0 4 1 7 13 -46 % 

No plan to establish 
IIF 0 0 0 0 0 3 n/a 

 

 

Figure 5 
Percentage of affected country Parties that established integrated investment 

frameworks (IIFs) (Latin America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 
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Table 15 
Number of integrated investment frameworks (IIFs) based on national action 

programmes (NAPs) (Latin America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

 Andean Caribbean Mesoamerica South Cone Total  

IIFs based on 
NAPs 1 1 0 1 3  

IIFs not based on 
NAPs 0 0 0 1 1  

 

 

Table 16 
Number of frameworks supported by donor groups/institutions (Latin America and 

the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

 Andean Caribbean Mesoamerica South Cone Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Global Mechanism 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 % 

Global Environment 
Facility 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 % 

Bilateral 0 0 0 1 1 0 n/a 

Multilateral 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 % 

Others 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 % 

 

 

Table 17 
Type of support received by number of countries (Latin America and the Caribbean, 

2010–2011) 

 Andean Caribbean Mesoamerica South Cone Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Technical 1 1 0 1 3 0 n/a 

Financial 1 1 0 1 3 0 n/a 

Capacity-building 1 1 0 1 3 0 n/a 
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Table 18 
Number of affected country Parties that have plans to establish integrated investment 

frameworks – national contribution to the target (Africa, 2010–2011) 

 Central Africa Eastern Africa Northern Africa Southern Africa Western Africa Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

2010–2011 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 n/a 

2012–2013 0 2 0 2 2 6 5 20 % 

2014–2015 1 0 0 1 2 4 3 33 % 

2016–2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 n/a n/a 

 

 

Table 19 
Number of affected country Parties that have plans to establish integrated investment 

frameworks – national contribution to the target (Asia, 2010–2011) 

 

South-East 

Asia West Asia Pacific Central Asia East Asia South Asia Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

2010–2011 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 n/a 

2012–2013 1 0 2 1 2 2 8 5 60 % 

2014–2015 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 % 

2016–2017 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 n/a n/a 

 

 

Table 20 
Number of affected country Parties that have plans to establish integrated investment 

frameworks – national contribution to the target (Latin America and the Caribbean, 

2010–2011) 

 Andean Caribbean Mesoamerica South Cone Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

2010–2011 0 0 0 0 0 6 n/a 

2012–2013 1 0 1 0 2 6 67 % 

2014–2015 1 1 2 0 4 1 300 % 

2016–2017 1 0 0 0 1 n/a n/a 
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Table 21 
Number of integrated investment frameworks whose establishment was supported by 

developed country Parties (2010–2011) 

 

IIFs established within the IFS devised by 

the Global Mechanism IIFs established within other IFSs 

2010 1 8 

2011 1 8 

IFS = integrated financing strategy, IIF = integrated investment framework. 
 

 

Table 22 
Geographic distribution of support provided by developed country Parties to the 

integrated investment frameworks of affected country Parties 

Region/subregion 

Number of entities supported before 

2008 

Number of entities supported during 

the biennium 2010-2011 

Africa 4 countries 

3 countries, 1 subregion and  

1 region 

Central Africa  1 

Eastern Africa   

Northern Africa   

Southern Africa   

Western Africa 4 2 

Asia 5 countries 

6 countries, 1 subregion and  

1 region 

Central Asia 5 5 

East Asia  1 

Pacific   

South-Asia   

South East Asia   

West Asia   

Latin America and the 

Caribbean   

Andean   

Caribbean   

Mesoamerica   

South Cone   

Northern Mediterranean   

Central and Eastern Europe   

Total 

9 countries and 1 global 

initiative 

9 countries, 2 subregions and 

2 regions 
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Table 23 
Difficulties in developing an integrated investment framework (from 0 (not important) 

to 5 (very important)) (developed country Parties, 2010–2011) 

Type of difficulty Level of importance 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 Total 

a. Lack of coordination among 

relevant ministries of the recipient 

country(ies) for the provision of 

needed technical and financial 

information 2 0 0 1 1 0 3 

b. National, bilateral and multilateral 

resources are too diverse; cannot be 

realistically coordinated under one 

umbrella 1 1 0 1 1 0 4 

c. Other difficulties 0 0 0 1 0 2 3 

 

 

Table 24 
Reasons for not delivering support, by level of importance from 0 (not important) to 5 

(very important) (developed country Parties, 2010–2011) 

Type of difficulty Level of importance 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 Total 

a. Lack of financial resources 1 0 0 1 0 2 4 

b. Not requested by affected and/or 

subregional/regional entities 1 0 0 0 1 1 3 

c. Too onerous exercise compared to 

the advantages offered 1 1 0 0 0 1 3 

d. Other reasons 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

 

 II.  Tables and figures for performance indicator CONS-O-15  

 
Table 25 
Nominal amount (USD million) of commitments to affected country Parties for 

DLDD-related activities (from developed country Parties, 2010–2011) 

Developed country Party 2010–2011 Previous biennium Trend 

Europe 1 285.2 2 735.3 -53 % 

Total 1 285.2 2 735.3 -53 % 
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Table 26 
Reasons for increasing financial resources (from 0 (not important) to 5 (very 

important)) (developed country Parties, 2010–2011) 

Type of difficulty Level of importance 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 Total 

a. Increased availability of national 

resources for development 

cooperation in general 1 0 0 2 1 1 5 

b. Improved profile of UNCCD at the 

global level, including monitoring of 

performance 1 0 0 2 2 0 5 

c. Increased prioritization of UNCCD 

by developed country Parties 1 0 0 1 2 0 4 

d. Other reasons 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

 

 

Figure 6 
Reasons for increasing financial resources, weighted according to level of importance 

(developed country Parties, 2010–2011)) 

 

Key: a, b, c, d refer to corresponding Type of difficulty given in table 26. 
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Table 27 
Reasons for decreasing financial resources (from 0 (not important) to 5 (very 

important)) (developed country Parties, 2010–2011) 

Type of difficulty Level of importance 

 0 1 2 3 4 5  Total 

a. Less national resources dedicated to 

development cooperation in general 0 0 0 0 1 2 3 

b. Other development cooperation 

frameworks are more attractive than 

UNCCD 1 0 0 0 1 1 3 

c. Other reasons 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

 

 

Figure 7 
Reasons for decreasing financial resources, weighted according to level of importance 

(developed country Parties, 2010–2011) 

 
  Key: a, b, c refer to corresponding Type of difficulty given in table 27. 
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 III.  Tables and figures for performance indicator CONS-O-16  

 

Table 28 
Rating of timeliness of bilateral assistance received by number of countries (Global, 

2010–2011) 

 Africa  Asia 

Latin America 

and the 

Caribbean 

Northern 

Mediterranean 

Central and 

Eastern 

Europe Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Timely 3 2 5 0 0 10 14 -29 % 

Fairly timely 8 12 1 0 3 24 24 0 % 

Not timely 7 4 2 0 0 13 29 -55 % 

No answer 8 3 4 4 2 21 22 5 % 

 

 

Figure 8 
Rating of timeliness of bilateral assistance received by number of countries (Global, 2010–2011) 

 

 
CEE = Central and Eastern Europe, LAC = Latin America and the Caribbean, NorMed = Northern Mediterranean. 
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Table 29 
Rating of predictability of bilateral assistance received by number of countries 

(Global, 2010–2011) 

 Africa Asia 

Latin 

America 

and the 

Caribbean 

Northern 

Mediter- 

ranean 

Central and 

Eastern 

Europe Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Predictable 1 2 5 0 0 8 13 -38 % 

Fairly 
predictable 8 8 1 0 2 19 18 6 % 

Not 
predictable 9 8 2 0 1 20 38 -47 % 

No answer 8 4 4 4 2 22 20 10 % 

 

 

Figure 9 
Rating of predictability of bilateral assistance received by number of countries 

(Global, 2010–2011) 

 

  CEE = Central and Eastern Europe, LAC = Latin America and the Caribbean, NorMed = Northern Mediterranean. 
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Table 30 
Countries receiving assistance in raising resources from bilateral donors (Global, 

2010–2011) 

 Africa Asia 

Latin America 

and the  

Caribbean 

Northern 

Mediter-

ranean 

Central and 

Eastern 

Europe Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Yes 14 15 7 0 2 38 48 -21 % 

No 9 5 1 0 1 16 29 -45 % 

No answer 3 1 4 0 3 11 10 10 % 

 

 

Figure 10 
Number of countries receiving assistance in raising resources from bilateral donors 

(Global, 2010–2011) 

 

CEE = Central and Eastern Europe, LAC = Latin America and the Caribbean, NorMed = Northern 
Mediterranean. 
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Table 31 
Countries receiving assistance in raising resources from bilateral donors, by 

institution (Global, 2010–2011) 

 Secretariat 

Global  

Mechanism 

Global 

Environment 

Facility Bilateral Multilateral Other 

Africa 6 5 10 3 6 1 

Asia 6 7 9 7 12 2 

Latin America 
and the 
Caribbean 3 5 3 3 3 0 

Northern 
Mediterranean 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Central and 
Eastern Europe 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Total 15 17 23 13 21 4 

Previous 
biennium 21 33 19 32 14 9 

Trend -29 % -48 % 21 % -59 % 50 % -56 % 

 

 

Table 32 
Countries reporting constraints in implementing the Convention on the level of 

adequacy, timeliness and predictability of bilateral assistance (Global, 2010–2011) 

 Africa Asia 

Latin America 

and the 

Caribbean 

Northern 

Mediterranean 

Central and 

Eastern Europe Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Yes 9 14 2 0 3 28 36 -22 % 

No 10 3 4 0 0 17 24 -29 % 

No answer 7 5 5 4 3 24 29 -17 % 
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Figure 11 
Countries reporting constraints in implementing the Convention with regard to the 

level of adequacy, timeliness and predictability of bilateral assistance (Global, 2010–

2011) 

 

 

 

Table 33 
Rating of adequacy of bilateral assistance received by number of countries (Africa, 

2010–2011) 

 Central Africa Eastern Africa 

Northern 

Africa 

Southern 

Africa 

Western 

Africa Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Adequate 0 0 0 0 3 3 4 -25 % 

Fairly 
adequate 1 0 1 2 4 8 10 -20 % 

Not adequate 2 2 0 3 1 8 12 -33 % 

No answer 1 0 2 0 5 8 4 100 % 
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Figure 12 
Rating of adequacy of bilateral assistance received by number of countries (Africa, 

2010–2011)  

 
 

 

Table 34 
Rating of timeliness of bilateral assistance received by number of countries (Africa, 

2010–2011)  

 

Central  

Africa 

Eastern  

Africa 

Northern 

Africa 

Southern 

Africa 

Western 

Africa Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Timely 0 0 0 0 3 3 3 0 % 

Fairly timely 1 0 1 4 2 8 12 -33 % 

Not timely 2 1 0 3 1 7 8 -13 % 

No answer 1 0 2 2 3 8 7 14 % 
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Figure 13 
Rating of timeliness of bilateral assistance received by number of countries (Africa, 

2010–2011) 

 
 

 

Table 35 
Rating of predictability of bilateral assistance received by number of countries 

(Africa, 2010–2011) 

 Central Africa 

Eastern 

Africa 

Northern 

Africa 

Southern 

Africa 

Western 

Africa Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Predictable 1 0 0 0 0 1 5 -80 % 

Fairly 
predictable 1 0 0 3 4 8 8 0 % 

Not predictable 1 2 0 2 4 9 11 -18 % 

No answer 1 0 2 1 4 8 6 33 % 
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Figure 14 
Rating of predictability of bilateral assistance received by number of countries 

(Africa, 2010–2011) 

 
 

 

Table 36 
Rating of adequacy of bilateral assistance received by number of countries (Asia, 

2010–2011) 

 Central Asia East Asia Pacific South Asia 

South-East 

Asia West Asia Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Adequate 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 -75 % 

Fairly 
adequate 1 1 0 2 0 1 5 6 -17 % 

Not adequate 1 1 2 4 2 3 13 11 18 % 

No answer 1 0 0 0 1 1 3 7 -57 % 
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Figure 15 
Rating of adequacy of bilateral assistance received by number of countries (Asia, 

2010–2011) 

 
 

 

Table 37 
Rating of timeliness of bilateral assistance received by number of countries (Asia, 

2010–2011) 

 Central Asia East Asia Pacific South Asia 

South-East 

Asia West Asia Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Timely 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 -33 % 

Fairly timely 2 1 2 2 2 3 12 6 100 % 

Not timely 0 1 0 3 0 0 4 10 -60 % 

No answer 0 0 0 0 1 2 3 9 -67 % 
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Figure 16 
Rating of timeliness of bilateral assistance received by number of countries (Asia, 

2010–2011) 

 
 

 

Table 38 
Rating of predictability of bilateral assistance received by number of countries (Asia, 

2010–2011) 

 Central Asia East Asia Pacific South Asia 

South-East 

Asia West Asia Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Predictable 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 100 % 

Fairly 
predictable 2 1 0 2 1 2 8 6 33 % 

Not predictable 0 1 2 3 1 1 8 13 -38 % 

No answer 0 0 0 1 1 2 4 8 -50 % 
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Figure 17 
Rating of predictability of bilateral assistance received by number of countries (Asia, 

2010–2011) 

 
 

 

Table 39 
Rating of adequacy of bilateral assistance received by number of countries (Latin 

America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

 Mesoamerica South Cone Andean Caribbean Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Adequate 2 1 4 0 14 4 250 % 

Fairly adequate 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 % 

Not adequate 0 0 0 0 0 10 n/a 

No answer 1 1 0 2 4 2 100 % 
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Figure 18 
Rating of adequacy of bilateral assistance received by number of countries (Latin 

America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

 
 

 

Table 40 
Rating of timeliness of bilateral assistance received by number of countries (Latin 

America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

 Mesoamerica South Cone Andean Caribbean Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Timely 3 1 3 0 7 5 40 % 

Fairly timely 0 0 0 0 0 2 n/a 

Not timely 0 0 1 0 1 8 -88 % 

No answer 1 1 0 2 4 2 100 % 
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Figure 19 
Rating of timeliness of bilateral assistance received by number of countries (Latin 

America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

 
 

 

Table 41 
Rating of predictability of bilateral assistance received by number of countries (Latin 

America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

 Mesoamerica South Cone Andean Caribbean Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Predictable 
1 0 4 0 5 4 25 % 

Fairly 
predictable 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Not predictable 
1 1 0 0 2 10 -80 % 

No answer 
1 1 0 2 4 2 100 % 
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Figure 20 
Rating of predictability of bilateral assistance received by number of countries (Latin 

America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

 
 

 

Table 42 
Countries receiving assistance in raising resources from bilateral donors (Africa, 

2010–2011) 

 

Central  

Africa 

Eastern  

Africa 

Northern 

Africa 

Southern 

Africa 

Western 

Africa Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Yes 3 1 1 3 6 14 18 -22 % 

No 3 1 1 2 2 9 10 -10 % 

No answer 0 0 1 1 1 3 2 50 % 
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Figure 21 
Countries receiving assistance in raising resources from bilateral donors (Africa, 

2010–2011) 

 

 

 

Table 43 
Number of countries receiving assistance in raising resources from bilateral donors, 

by institution (Africa, 2010–2011) 

 Secretariat 

Global 

 Mechanism 

Global 

Environment 

Facility Bilateral Multilateral Other 

Central Africa 1 1 2 0 1 0 

Eastern Africa 0 0 1 0 1 0 

Northern Africa 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Southern Africa 1 2 3 1 1 1 

Western Africa 4 2 3 2 3 0 

Total 6 5 10 3 6 1 

Previous 
biennium 9 9 14 8 12 2 

Trend -33 % -44 % -29 % -63 % -50 % -50 % 
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Table 44 
Countries reporting constraints in implementing the Convention with regard to the 

level of adequacy, timeliness and predictability of bilateral assistance (Africa, 2010–

2011) 

 

Central  

Africa 

Eastern  

Africa 

Northern 

Africa 

Southern 

Africa 

Western 

Africa Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Yes 2 1 0 3 3 9 12 -25 % 

No 3 1 1 2 3 10 10 0 % 

No answer 1 0 2 1 3 7 8 -13 % 

 

 

Figure 22 
Percentage of countries reporting constraints in implementing the Convention with 

regard to the level of adequacy, timeliness and predictability of bilateral assistance 

(Africa, 2010–2011) 

 

 

 

Table 45 
Countries receiving assistance in raising resources from bilateral donors (Asia, 2010–

2011) 

 Central Asia East Asia Pacific South Asia 

South-East 

Asia West Asia Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Yes 3 2 1 3 2 4 15 16 -6 % 

No 1 0 1 2 0 1 5 7 -29 % 

No answer 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 8 -88 % 
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Figure 23 
Countries receiving assistance in raising resources from bilateral donors (Asia, 2010–

2011) 

 
 

 

Table 46 
Number of countries receiving assistance in raising resources from bilateral donors, 

by institution (Asia, 2010–2011) 

 Secretariat Global Mechanism 

Global 

Environment 

Facility Bilateral Multilateral Other 

Central Asia 2 3 3 3 3 0 

East Asia 1 0 1 2 2 1 

Pacific 1 1 1 0 0 0 

South Asia 0 1 1 2 2 1 

South-East Asia 1 1 1 0 2 0 

West Asia 1 1 2 0 3 0 

Total 6 7 9 7 12 2 

Previous 
biennium 4 4 11 7 13 3 

Trend 50 % 75 % -18 % 0 % -8 % -33 % 
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Table 47 
Countries reporting constraints in implementing the Convention with regard to the 

level of adequacy, timeliness and predictability of bilateral assistance (Asia, 2010–

2011) 

 Central Asia East Asia Pacific South Asia 

South-East 

Asia West Asia Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Yes 2 2 2 3 1 4 14 10 40 % 

No 0 0 1 1 0 1 3 7 -57 % 

No answer 2 0 0 0 2 1 5 11 -55 % 

 

 

Figure 24 
Percentage of countries reporting constraints in implementing the Convention with 

regard to the level of adequacy, timeliness and predictability of bilateral assistance 

(Asia, 2010–2011) 

 

 

 

Table 48 
Countries receiving assistance in raising resources from bilateral donors (Latin 

America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

 Mesoamerica South Cone Andean Caribbean Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Yes 2 2 3 0 7 8 -13 % 

No 0 1 0 0 1 7 -86 % 

No answer 2 0 0 2 4 2 100 % 

 



ICCD/CRIC(11)/11 

 59 

Figure 25 
Countries receiving assistance in raising resources from bilateral donors (Latin 

America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

 

 

 

Table 49 
Number of countries receiving assistance in raising resources from bilateral donors, 

by institution (Latin America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

 Secretariat 

Global 

Mechanism 

Global 

Environment 

Facility Bilateral Multilateral Other 

Mesoamerica 0 2 0 1 0 0 

South Cone 1 2 2 1 1 0 

Andean 2 1 1 1 2 0 

Caribbean 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 3 5 3 3 3 0 

Previous 
biennium 0 6 4 4 5 2 

Trend n/a -17 % -25 % -25 % -40 % n/a 
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Table 50 
Countries reporting constraints in implementing the Convention with regard to the 

level of adequacy, timeliness and predictability of bilateral assistance (Latin America 

and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

 Mesoamerica South Cone Andean Caribbean Total 

Previous 

biennium Trend 

Yes 0 1 1 0 2 10 -80 % 

No 1 2 1 0 4 3 33 % 

No answer 3 0 0 2 5 4 25 % 

 

 

Figure 26 
Percentage of countries reporting constraints in implementing the Convention with 

regard to the level of adequacy, timeliness and predictability of bilateral assistance 

(Latin America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 
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 IV.  Tables and figures for performance indicator CONS-O-17 

 

Table 51 
Number of ongoing projects and project proposals submitted (pipeline) (Global, 2010–

2011) 

Region Submitted Ongoing 

Total value of ongoing projects 

(USD million) 

Africa 161 122 418.9 

Asia 91 208 17 583.0 

Latin America and the 
Caribbean 19 145 210.6 

Northern Mediterranean 12 14 0.5 

Central and Eastern Europe 19 3 5.1 

Total 302 492 18 218.1 

Previous biennium 295 645 28 041.2 

Trend 2 % -24 % -35 % 

 

 

Figure 27 
Number of ongoing projects and project proposals submitted (pipeline) (Global, 2010–

2011) 

 
CEE = Central and Eastern Europe, LAC = Latin America and the Caribbean, NorMed = 
Northern Mediterranean. 
 



ICCD/CRIC(11)/11 

62  

Table 52 
Status of, and plans for, the mobilization of resources by number of countries (Global, 

2010–2011) 

Region Mobilizing enough resources 

Not mobilizing enough resources and 

planning to mobilize them 

Africa 3 20 

Asia 7 13 

Latin America and the Caribbean 3 3 

Northern Mediterranean 0 2 

Central and Eastern Europe 1 3 

Total 14 41 

Previous biennium 14 59 

Trend 0 % -31 % 

 

 

Figure 28 
Status of, and plans for, the mobilization of resources (percentage of countries) 

(Global, 2010–2011) 
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Table 53 
Share of financing from international resources by number of countries (Global, 

2010–2011) 

Region Less than 25 % 25–50 % 50–75 % More than 75 % 

Africa 2 1 7 7 

Asia 4 4 7 3 

Latin America and the 
Caribbean 3 1 3 2 

Northern Mediterranean 0 0 1 0 

Central and Eastern 
Europe 1 1 0 0 

Total 10 7 18 12 

 
 
 

Table 54 
Number of ongoing projects and project proposals submitted (pipeline) (Africa, 2010–

2011) 

Subregion Submitted Ongoing 

Total amount of ongoing 

projects (USD million) 

Central Africa 11 2 137.9 

Eastern Africa 0 1 3.0 

Northern Africa 4 3 76.6 

Southern Africa 19 25 105.1 

Western Africa 127 91 96.4 

Total 161 122 418.9 

Previous biennium 149 274 1 140.7 

Trend 8 % -55 % -63 % 
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Figure 29 
Number of ongoing projects and project proposals submitted (pipeline) (Africa, 2010–

2011) 

 

 

 

Table 55 
Number of ongoing projects and project proposals submitted (pipeline) (Asia, 2010–

2011) 

Subregion Submitted Ongoing 

Total value of ongoing projects 

(USD million) 

Central Asia 8 34 236.9 

East Asia 5 51 16 334.4 

Pacific 8 1 0.2 

South Asia 53 70 30.5 

South-East Asia 6 23 809.0 

West Asia 11 29 172.2 

Total 91 208 17 583.0 

Previous biennium 46 172 24 417.2 

Trend 98 % 21 % -28 % 
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Figure 30 
Number of ongoing projects and project proposals submitted (pipeline) (Asia, 2010–

2011) 

 

 

 

Table 56 
Number of ongoing projects and project proposals submitted (pipeline) (Latin 

America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

Subregion Submitted Ongoing 

Total value of ongoing projects 

(USD million) 

Andean 15 84 30.0 

Caribbean 0 1 0.0 

Mesoamerica 3 5 10.8 

South Cone 1 55 169.8 

Total 19 145 210.6 

Previous biennium 56 142 732.7 

Trend -66 % 2 % -71 % 
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Figure 31 
Number of ongoing projects and project proposals submitted (pipeline) (Latin 

America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

 

 

 

Table 57 
Number of ongoing projects and project proposals submitted (pipeline) (Northern 

Mediterranean, 2010–2011) 

Region Submitted Ongoing 

Total value of ongoing projects (USD 

million) 

Northern 

Mediterranean 12 14 0.5 

Previous biennium 18 13 15 102 

Trend -33 % 8 % -100 % 

 

 

Table 58 
Number of ongoing projects and project proposals submitted (pipeline) (Central and 

Eastern Europe, 2010–2011) 

Region Submitted Ongoing 

Total value of ongoing projects (USD 

million) 

Central and Eastern 

Europe 19 3 5.1 

Previous biennium 26 44 1 735.8 

Trend -27 % -93 % -100 % 
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Table 59 
Status of, and plans for, the mobilization of resources by number of countries (Africa, 

2010–2011) 

Subregion Mobilizing enough resources 

Not mobilizing enough resources 

and planning to mobilize them 

Central Africa 0 4 

Eastern Africa 0 2 

Northern Africa 1 1 

Southern Africa 1 5 

Western Africa 1 8 

Total 3 20 

Previous biennium 6 21 

Trend -50 % -5 % 

 

 

Figure 32 
Status of, and plans for, the mobilization of resources (percentage of countries) 

(Africa, 2010–2011) 
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Table 60 
Share of financing from international sources by number of countries (Africa, 2010–

2011) 

Subregion Less than 25 % 25–50 % 50–75 % More than 75 % 

Central Africa 0 0 4 2 

Eastern Africa 0 0 0 0 

Northern Africa 0 0 1 0 

Southern Africa 1 1 1 2 

Western Africa 1 0 1 3 

 Total 2 1 7 7 

 

 

Table 61 
Status of, and plans for, the mobilization of resources by number of countries (Asia, 

2010–2011) 

Region Mobilizing enough resources 

Not mobilizing enough resources 

and planning to mobilize them 

Central Asia 3 1 

East Asia 0 2 

Pacific 1 1 

South Asia 2 3 

South-East Asia 0 3 

West Asia 1 3 

Total 7 13 

Previous biennium 5 18 

Trend 40 % -28 % 
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Figure 33 
Status of, and plans for, the mobilization of resources (Asia, 2010–2011) 

 

 

 

Table 62 
Share of financing from international sources by number of countries (Asia, 2010–

2011) 

Subregion Less than 25 % 25–50 % 50–75 % More than 75 % 

Central Asia 0 0 2 2 

East Asia 1 0 1 0 

Pacific 0 1 1 0 

South Asia 1 3 1 0 

South-East Asia 0 0 2 0 

West Asia 2 0 0 1 

Total 4 4 7 3 
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Table 63 
Status of, and plans for, the mobilization of resources by number of countries (Latin 

America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

Subregion Mobilizing enough resources 

Not mobilizing enough resources 

and planning to mobilize them 

Andean 1 1 

Caribbean 1 0 

Mesoamerica 0 2 

South Cone 1 0 

Total 3 3 

Previous biennium 1 12 

Trend 200 % -75 % 

 

 

Table 64 
Share of financing from international resources (Latin America and the Caribbean, 

2010–2011) 

Subregion Less than 25 % 25–50 % 50–75 % More than 75 % 

Andean 1 1 2 0 

Caribbean 0 0 0 1 

Mesoamerica 1 0 1 1 

South Cone 1 0 0 0 

Total 3 1 3 2 

 

 

Table 65 
Status of, and plans for, the mobilization of resources by number of countries 

(Northern Mediterranean, 2010–2011) 

Region Mobilizing enough resources 

Not mobilizing enough resources 

and planning to mobilize them 

Northern Mediterranean 0 2 
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Table 66 
Status of, and plans for, the mobilization of resources by number of countries (Central 

and Eastern Europe, 2010–2011) 

Region Mobilizing enough resources 

Not mobilizing enough resources 

and planning to mobilize them 

Central and Eastern Europe 1 3 

Previous biennium 2 5 

Trend -50 % -40 % 

 

 

Table 67 
DDLD-related project proposals approved by the Global Environment Facility (2010–

2011) 

Regional Implementation Annex Number of proposals 

Value of ongoing projects (USD 

million) 

Annex I 20 2 196.4 

Annex II 11 173.4 

Annex III 6 76.4 

Annex IV 1 1.6 

Annex V 5 89.5 

Total 43 2 537.3 

Previous biennium 31 176.3 

Trend 39 % 1 339 % 

 

 

Table 68 
DDLD-related project proposals approved by the Global Environment Facility (2010–

2011) 

 Submitted (pipeline) Ongoing  

 

In the SRAP 

context 

In the JAP 

context  

In the SRAP 

context 

In the JAP 

context Total 

Projects 3 0 3 1 7 

Amount of funds 

raised (USD)   939 396.0   

  JAP = Joint Action Plan, SRAP = subregional action programme. 
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 V.  Tables and figures for performance indicator CONS-O-18 

 
Table 69 
Estimated amounts allocated to facilitate technology transfer (USD million) (Global) 

2010–2011) 

Region 2010 2011 

Africa 98.4 123.8 

Asia 3 547.9 3 588.4 

Latin America and the 
Caribbean 2 413.7 2 309.2 

Northern Mediterranean - - 

Central and Eastern Europe 1.0 1.8 

Total 6 061.0 6 023.2 

 

 

Table 70 
Number of countries that established incentives to facilitate access to technology, 

including types of incentives (Global, 2010–2011) 

Region Incentives established 

Policy or regulatory 

incentives Financial incentives Fiscal incentives 

Africa 13 12 10 6 

Asia 14 13 11 8 

Latin America and 
the Caribbean 5 0 3 2 

Northern 
Mediterranean 2 1 2 1 

Central and Eastern 
Europe 3 3 2 2 

Total 37 29 28 19 

Previous biennium 35 23 23 13 

Trend 6 % 26 % 22 % 46 % 
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Table 71 
Assessment of sufficiency of resources allocated through programmes and projects 

related to DLDD to facilitate access to technology by number of countries (Global, 

2010–2011) 

Region Sufficient Not sufficient 

Africa 4 13 

Asia 1 17 

Latin America and the 
Caribbean 2 6 

Northern Mediterranean - 3 

Central and Eastern Europe - 4 

Total 7 43 

Previous biennium 16 54 

Trend -56 % -20 % 

 

 

Table 72 
Status of, and plans for, incentives for technology transfer by number of countries 

(Global, 2010–2011) 

Region 

No plans to 

implement 

additional 

measures 

Plans to implement 

additional 

measures 2012–2013 2014–2015 2016–2017 

Africa - 17 7 6 4 

Asia 3 11 5 6 3 

Latin America and the 
Caribbean 2 5 1 3 - 

Northern Mediterranean 1 1  1 - 

Central and Eastern Europe - 3 2 1 - 

Total 6 37 15 17 7 

Previous biennium 8 57 26 12 1 

Trend -25 % -35 % -42 % 42 % 600 % 
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Table 73 
Reasons for the ineffectiveness of existing incentives weighted according to their level 

of importance from 0 (not important) to 5 (very important) (Global, 2010–2011) 

Type of difficulty Level of importance 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 Total 

a. Policy or regulatory incentives are 

not enforced 2 0 6 9 9 9 35 

b. There are not enough resources to 

apply financial or fiscal incentives 2 1 2 13 10 11 39 

c. The national financial and credit 

systems (banks, credit agencies, etc.) 

are not supportive 2 0 4 8 12 9 35 

d. Other 0 0 0 0 2 1 3 

 

 

Figure 34 
Reasons for the ineffectiveness of existing incentives (Global, 2010–2011) 

 
Key: a, b, c, d refer to corresponding Type of difficulty given in table 73. 
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Table 74 
Reasons for the increasing trend in financial resources allocated through  DLDD-

related programmes and projects to facilitate access to technology weighted according 

to their level of importance from 0 (not important) to 5 (very important) (Global, 

2010–2011) 

Type of difficulty Level of importance 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 Total 

a. Access facilitated by the spreading 

of information technology 1 4 7 9 5 6 32 

b. More appropriate technologies 

available 0 1 4 9 10 6 30 

c. Appropriateness of government 

incentives 0 2 3 10 7 10 42 

d. Other 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 

 

 

Figure 35 
Reasons for the increasing trend in financial resources allocated through DLDD-

related programmes and projects to facilitate access to technology weighted according 

to their level of importance from 0 (not important ) to 5 (very important) (Global, 

2010–2011) 

 

Key: a, b, c, d refer to corresponding Type of difficulty given in table 74. 
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Table 75 
Reasons for the decreasing trend in financial resources allocated through DLDD-

related programmes and projects to facilitate access to technology weighted according 

to their level of importance from 0 (not important ) to 5 (very important) (Global, 

2010–2011) 

Type of difficulty Level of importance 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 Total 

a. Technology sustainability is poor; 

technologies do not represent viable 

investments  2 0 6 9 4 4 25 

b. Lack of fixed infrastructure for 

accessing technologies (those created 

on an ad hoc basis disappear once the 

support ends) 1 1 3 6 11 12 34 

c. Lack of capacities for the operation 

and maintenance of technologies 1 1 1 11 11 5 30 

d. Lack of enabling policy and 

regulatory environments 2 2 5 5 6 7 27 

e. Other 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 

 

 

Figure 36 
Reasons for the decreasing trend in financial resources allocated throughDLDD-

related programmes and projects to facilitate access to technology (Global, 2010–

2011) 

 
Key: a, b, c, d refer to corresponding Type of difficulty given in table 75. 
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Table 76 
Estimated amounts allocated to facilitate technology transfer (USD million) (Africa, 

2010–2011) 

Subregion 2010 2011 

Central Africa 0.2 0.2 

Eastern Africa - - 

Northern Africa 3.0 2.6 

Southern Africa - - 

Western Africa 95.2 121.0 

Total 98.4 123.8 

 
 
Table 77 
Number of countries that established incentives to facilitate access to technology and 

type of incentives (Africa, 2010–2011) 

Subregion Incentives established 

Policy or regulatory 

incentives Financial incentives Fiscal incentives 

Central Africa 3 2 2 2 

Eastern Africa 2 2 2 1 

Northern Africa 1 1 1 - 

Southern Africa 3 3 2 1 

Western Africa 4 4 3 2 

Total 13 12 10 6 

Previous biennium 13 9 8 5 

Trend 0 % 33 % 25 % 20 % 

 
 
Table 78 
Estimated amounts allocated to facilitate technology transfer (USD million) (Asia, 

2010–2011) 

Subregion 2010 2011 

Central Asia 23.4 32.4 

East Asiaa - - 

Pacific 0.0 0.0 

South Asia 4.1 5.3 

South-East Asiab 20.4 50.7 

West Asia 3 500.0 3 500.0 

Total 3 547.9 3 588.4 

a  Only one country in this subregion answered this question;  it reported a negligibly low amount that was not 
considered for the calculation. 
b  Two countries in this subregion answered to this question; one reported a negligibly low amount for 2010 that 
was not considered for the calculation. 
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Table 79 
Number of countries that established incentives to facilitate access to technology, 

including types of incentives (Asia, 2010–2011) 

Subregion Incentives established 

Policy or regulatory 

incentives Financial incentives Fiscal incentives 

Central Asia 3 3 2 2 

East Asia 2 2 2 1 

Pacific - - - - 

South Asia 3 2 3 2 

South-East Asia 2 2 1 1 

West Asia 4 4 3 2 

Total 14 13 11 8 

Previous biennium 10 8 5 5 

Trend 40 % 63 % 120 % 60 % 

 

 

Table 80 
Estimated amounts allocated to facilitate technology transfer (USD million) (Latin 

America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

Subregion 2010 2011 

Andean 4.2 5.1 

Caribbean - - 

Mesoamerica 2 298.8 2 159.5 

South Cone 110.6 144.6 

Total 2 413.7 2 309.2 

 

 

Table 81 
Number of countries that established incentives to facilitate access to technology, 

including types of incentives (Latin America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

Subregion Incentives established 

Policy or regulatory 

incentives Financial incentives Fiscal incentives 

Andean 2 - - - 

Caribbean - - - - 

Mesoamerica 2 - 1 1 

South Cone 1 - 2 1 

Total 5 - 3 2 

Previous biennium 8 2 6 2 

Trend -38 % n/a -50 % 0 % 
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Table 82 
Number of countries that established incentives to facilitate access to technology and 

type of incentives (Northern Mediterranean, 2010–2011) 

Region Incentives established 

Policy or regulatory 

incentives Financial incentives Fiscal incentives 

Northern 
Mediterranean 2 1 2 1 

Previous biennium 2 2 2 2 

Trend 0 % -50 % 0 % -50 % 

 

 

Table 83 
Estimated amounts allocated to facilitate technology transfer (USD million) (Central 

and Eastern Europe, 2010–2011) 

Region 2010 2011 

Central and Eastern Europe 1.0 1.8 

 

 

Table 84 
Number of countries that established incentives to facilitate access to technology, 

including types of incentives (Central and Eastern Europe, 2010–2011) 

Region Incentives established 

Policy or regulatory 

incentives Financial incentives Fiscal incentives 

Central and Eastern Europe 3 3 2 2 

Previous biennium 2 2 2 0 

Trend 50 % 50 % 0 % n/a 
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Table 85 
Assessment of sufficiency of resources allocated through programmes and projects 

related to DLDD to facilitate access to technology by number of countries (Africa, 

2010–2011) 

Subregion Sufficient Not sufficient 

Central Africa 1 3 

Eastern Africa 1 1 

Northern Africa - 1 

Southern Africa - 4 

Western Africa 2 4 

Total 4 13 

Previous biennium 6 17 

Trend -33 % -24 % 

 

 

 
Table 86 
Status of, and plans for, incentives for technology transfer by number of countries 

(Africa, 2010–2011) 

Subregion 

No plans to 

implement 

additional measures 

Plans to implement 

additional 

measures 2012–2013 2014–2015 2016–2017 

Central Africa - 3 1 2 - 

Eastern Africa - 1 - - 1 

Northern Africa - 1 1 - - 

Southern Africa - 5 2 1 2 

Western Africa - 7 3 3 1 

Total - 17 7 6 4 

Previous biennium 3 18 8 4 1 

Trend n/a -6 % -13 % 50 % 300 % 
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Table 87 
Assessment of sufficiency of resources allocated through programmes and projects 

related to DLDD to facilitate access to technology by number of countries (Asia, 2010–

2011) 

Subregion Sufficient Not sufficient 

Central Asia - 4 

East Asia - 2 

Pacific - 1 

South Asia - 4 

South–East Asia - 3 

West Asia 1 3 

Total 1 17 

Previous biennium 5 19 

Trend -80 % -11 % 

 

 

Table 88 
Status of and plans for incentives for technology transfer by number of countries 

(Asia, 2010–2011) 

Subregion 

No plans to 

implement 

additional measures 

Plans to implement 

additional 

measures 2012–2013 2014–2015 2016–2017 

Central Asia - 3 2 1 - 

East Asia - 2 2  - 

Pacific - 1  1 - 

South Asia 1 2 1 1 - 

South–East Asia - 1  1 - 

West Asia 2 2  2 - 

Total 3 11 5 6 - 

Previous biennium 1 4 1 1 - 

Trend 200 % -75 % 400 % 500 % - 
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Table 89 
Assessment of sufficiency of resources allocated through programmes and projects 

related to DLDD to facilitate access to technology by number of countries (Latin 

America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

Subregion Sufficient Not sufficient 

Andean 1 2 

Caribbean 1 1 

Mesoamerica - 1 

South Cone - 2 

Total 2 6 

Previous biennium 3 10 

Trend -33 % -40 % 

 

 

Table 90 
Status of and plans for incentives for technology transfer by number of countries 

(Latin America and the Caribbean, 2010–2011) 

Subregion 

No plans to 

implement 

additional measures 

Plans to implement 

additional 

measures 2012–2013 2014–2015 2016–2017 

Andean 1 2 - 2 - 

Caribbean - 1 - 1 - 

Mesoamerica 1 1 - 1 - 

South Cone - 1 1 - - 

Total 2 5 1 3 - 

Previous biennium 2 11 4 2 - 

Trend 0 % -55 % -75 % 70 % - 

 

 

Table 91 
Assessment of sufficiency of resources allocated through programmes and projects 

related to DLDD to facilitate access to technology by number of countries (Northern 

Mediterranean, 2010–2011) 

Region Sufficient Not sufficient 

Northern Mediterranean - 3 
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Table 92 
Status of and plans for incentives for technology transfer by number of countries 

(Northern Mediterranean, 2010–2011) 

Region 

No plans to 

implement 

additional measures 

Plans to implement 

additional 

measures 2012–2013 2014–2015 2016–2017 

Northern Mediterranean 1 1  1  

 

 

Table 93 
Assessment of sufficiency of resources allocated through programmes and projects 

related to DLDD to facilitate access to technology by number of countries (Central 

and Eastern Europe, 2010–2011) 

Region Sufficient Not sufficient 

Central and Eastern Europe - 4 

Previous biennium 2 5 

Trend n/a -20 % 

 

 

Table 94 
Status of, and plans for, incentives for technology transfer by number of countries 

(Central and Eastern Europe, 2010–2011) 

Region 

No plans to 

implement 

additional measures 

Plans to implement 

additional 

measures 2012–2013 2014–2015 2016–2017 

Central and Eastern Europe - 3 2 1 - 

Previous biennium - 5 4 1 - 

Trend n/a -40 % -50 % 0 %  

 

 

    


