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Summary 

 This report presents the outcome of the survey conducted among Parties and 

subregional and regional reporting entities that could not submit their reports by the set 

deadline of 30 October 2012. The survey was designed to identify the challenges and 

constraints they encountered during the reporting exercise. 

 The report provides detailed analysis of the seven main reasons for the delay in 

submission or the non-submission of the national reports. Among these, financial and time 

constraints were the main problems reported. The lack of capacity was also noted as an 

important factor during the current reporting cycle. 

 The report draws some conclusions on how to overcome such bottlenecks, while 

specific recommendations based on suggestions by Parties and the results of the analysis 

are included in document ICCD/CRIC(11)/15, feeding the iterative process. 

 

 

 

 

  
 * This document contains a compilation of information provided by Parties and other reporting entities 

in response to the survey conducted by the secretariat. Accordingly, light editing and formatting was 

applied.  
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 I.   Introduction 

1. The publication on the UNCCD website of the first version of the templates for 

affected country Parties (ACPs) and developed country Parties (DCPs) on 20 March 2012 

marked the start of the second leg of the fourth UNCCD reporting process. Parties and 

other reporting entities were invited to submit information on the period 2010–2011 

according to a new, standardized template, which included sections on impact and 

performance indicators, additional information, the Standard Financial Annex (SFA) and 

Project and Programme Sheets (PPSs). A separate template for best practices on sustainable 

land management (SLM) technologies, including adaptation, was also published. The 

upgraded version of the performance review and assessment of implementation system 

(PRAIS) portal was available for data uploading on 15 May 2012. According to decision 

14/COP.10, a period of at least six months should be given to reporting entities to deliver 

their reports, hence a first deadline of 21 September 2012 was set for the submission of 

reports as.  

2. Taking into consideration the status of the reporting process, and in consultation 

with the Bureau of the Committee for the Review of the Implementation of the Convention 

(CRIC) and the Bureau of the Conference of the Parties (COP), the official deadline was 

postponed to 30 October 2012. 

3. By 30 October 2012, 71 reports by ACPs and nine reports by DCPs had been 

submitted, as well as reports by other reporting entities.
1
 

4. Parties that could not meet the deadline were encouraged to still submit their reports. 

The information provided in the second leg of the fourth reporting exercise is particularly 

important as it allows trends in reaching the performance targets to be measured and a 

baseline for the impact indicators to be established.  

5. At its meeting in Bonn, Germany, on 5–6 November 2012, the Bureau of the COP 

requested the secretariat to conduct a survey in order to identify the main factors, 

challenges and constraints that led to the delayed submission or non-submission of reports 

from a number of Parties. It was expected that the results of the survey would be submitted 

to the CRIC at its eleventh session for information. 

6. Parties which did not submit their national report by 30 October 2012 were notified 

of the dates of the survey and were provided with the questionnaire. The national focal 

points (NFPs) of 37 Parties could be reached via e-mail. The survey was conducted from 28 

November to 14 December 2012, by telephone through semi-structured interviews, based 

on the questionnaire which was used in the previous survey cycle in 2010 and which has 

been updated for this purpose (see annex). Twelve Parties preferred to fill out the survey 

and return it to the secretariat via e-mail. 

7. The countries in the table below participated in the survey.
2
 

  

 1 Refer to document ICCD/CRIC(11)/INF.4 for more detailed information on the outputs of the 2012–

2013 reporting and review process.   

 2 Chile and Guinea decided to participate in the survey, even though they had submitted their reports in 

time.  
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Country Region Subregion Status 3 

Survey via 

E-mail 

Telephone 

Interview 

Ethiopia Africa Eastern Africa ACP   

Ghana Africa Western Africa ACP   

Liberia Africa Western Africa ACP   

Malawi Africa Southern Africa ACP   

Mozambique Africa Southern Africa ACP   

Seychelles Africa Southern Africa ACP   

Cape Verde Africa Western Africa ACP   

Congo Africa Central Africa ACP   

Comoros Africa Eastern Africa ACP   

Mauritania Africa Northern Africa ACP   

Burundi Africa Central Africa ACP   

Equatorial Guinea Africa Central Africa ACP   

Egypt Africa Northern Africa ACP   

Indonesia Asia South East Asia ACP   

Lao People's 
Democratic 
Republic 

Asia South East Asia ACP   

Micronesia 
(Federated States 
of) 

Asia Pacific ACP   

Armenia Central and Eastern 
Europe 

No subregion ACP   

Azerbaijan Central and Eastern 
Europe 

No subregion ACP   

Slovakia Central and Eastern 
Europe 

No subregion ACP/DCP   

Grenada Latin America and 
the Caribbean 

Caribbean ACP   

Saint Vincent and 
the Grenadines 

Latin America and 
the Caribbean  

Caribbean ACP   

Dominican 
Republic 

Latin America and 
the Caribbean 

Caribbean ACP   

  

 3 ACP = affected country Party, DCP = developed country Party, ACP/DCP = Parties that are both 

affected and developed countries.  
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Country Region Subregion Status 3 

Survey via 

E-mail 

Telephone 

Interview 

Guatemala Latin America and 
the Caribbean 

Mesoamerica ACP   

Honduras Latin America and 
the Caribbean 

Mesoamerica ACP   

Peru Latin America and 
the Caribbean 

Andean ACP   

Uruguay Latin America and 
the Caribbean 

South Cone ACP   

Mexico Latin America and 
the Caribbean 

Mesoamerica ACP/DCP   

United States of 
America 

No region No subregion ACP/DCP   

Israel Northern 
Mediterranean 

No subregion ACP/DCP   

Turkey Northern 
Mediterranean 

No subregion ACP/DCP   

Austria No region No subregion DCP   

Denmark No region No subregion DCP   

Ireland No region No subregion DCP   

Japan No region No subregion DCP   

Liechtenstein No region No subregion DCP   

 

 
8. Subregional and regional reporting (SRAP/RAP) entities were also contacted. The 

SRAP/RAP entities that were interviewed are listed in the following table. 

 

Organization Region Status 

Survey via 

E-mail 

Telephone 

Interview 

ECOWAS Western Africa SRAP   

CEPAL Latin America and the Caribbean RAP   

RECOFTC South East Asia SRAP/RAP   

 
9. The NFPs of 23 Parties could not be reached via e-mail or telephone calls. The NFPs 

of 48 Parties were not available for the telephone interview or the telephone call was not 

answered. The representatives of four SRAP/RAP entities could not be reached via e-mail 

or telephone calls, and the representatives of another seven entities were not available for 

the telephone interview. 
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10. The responses of the Parties with ACP and ACP/DCP status have been combined in 

order to present the data more efficiently and clearly. The feedback from the DCP is stated 

in each section where feedback was given.  

11. It should also be noted that due to difficulties in collecting data from SRAP/RAP 

entities, only three organizations completed the survey. The data from these three surveys 

will be represented under each question which is analysed. The responses of SRAP and 

SRAP/RAP entities have been combined in order to present the data more clearly. 

 II.   Findings of the survey 

12. The survey has enabled the documentation of opinions and perceptions of the 

reporting process as provided by the respondents from the specific target group. While 

responses may have reflected specific national circumstances or even individual 

perceptions, the findings provided valuable insight about key challenges and the most 

commonly recurring issues among the countries that did not report within the deadline.  

 A.   Main reasons for not submitting the national report 

13. Parties were asked to identify and classify the main reason why their 

country/organization was not in a position to submit the national report by 30 October 

2012. The questionnaire was structured in such a way as to allow more insight into each 

response option offered through semi-structured interviews. 

14. All 32 ACPs and ACPs/DCPs answered this question. 
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15. Financial constraints and time constraints were indicated as the most important 

reasons for not submitting the report (approximately one third of all respondents faced at 

least one of these two types of problems), followed by institutional constraints. Reasons 

such as technical/technological constraints and limited capacity to meet reporting 

requirements were indicated as third major issues in the reporting process.
4
 

16. The single most commonly recurring issue indicated by Parties (mentioned by 65 

per cent of the countries interviewed) was the late arrival or late availability of Global 

Environment Facility (GEF) funding for enabling activities. Countries mentioned that, as a 

result of the GEF-United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) umbrella projects 

receiving late funding, they were unable to prepare the report on time because of the lack of 

capacity or shortage of personnel for the reporting process. Some Parties stated that the 

preparation and submission of the national report had not yet started due to the absence of 

financial support.  

17. More than half of the Parties interviewed (54 per cent) indicated time constraints as 

an important factor and mentioned that:  

 The unavailability of local personnel due to their involvement in routine 

work-related activities led to time constraints for the reporting process; 

 The person in charge of reporting had a number of additional duties, which 

put a time constraint on the reporting process. Hence, the reporting time 

frame was too short;  

 Time was lost during the collection of data, as they were not always readily 

available or up to date;  

 Relying on departments in ministries or federal units to collect valuable data 

was a time constraint, and data were not released in time. 

18. Respondents that mentioned institutional constraints as the main problem (51 per 

cent of interviewed Parties) reported that:  

 There had been a change of personnel in the position of focal point, and the 

newly appointed NFP had not yet had the chance to become familiar with the 

reporting process; 

 There was a lack of coordination and exchange of information between the 

new and the former NFP on dates for reporting;  

 Due to the unclear definition of the reporting responsibilities of ACPs and 

DCPs at the national level, in some cases only one report was handed in; 

 In the case of ACPs/DCPs, the NFP had not received a clear instruction from 

the ministry in charge of the DCP report (often the Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs) on the need to prepare such a report; 

 The NFP had changed from one ministry to another. The new ministry did 

not have enough time to develop the capacity to deal with UNCCD issues. 

There was a lack of time and resources to prepare the report. 

19. Those Parties (49 per cent of Parties interviewed) that listed a lack of capacity to 

meet all the reporting requirements as the main problem mentioned that the situation was 

related to the following: 

  

 4 The original categories “very important” and “important” from the questionnaire were merged into 

one in the analysis.   
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 Very few individuals in the relevant line ministry were available to deal with 

the report (mostly one or two people); 

 There were problems with consultants, such as late recruitment, 

unavailability, etc. 

20. Parties that indicated insufficient support as a constraint during the reporting process 

also indicated that national reports could not be submitted on time due to the delay in 

receiving the necessary financial support. 

21.  Parties that indicated that technical/technological constraints were an important 

factor mentioned the following issues: 

 Problems occurred while uploading data; 

 Internet connection was not always reliable or fast enough, which led to 

prepared data being lost in the process of submitting reports. 

22. Other main reasons mentioned for the non-submission of the national report 

included: 

 Limited resources to compile information in the time available; 

 Political instability. 

23. The reasons given for countries not yet having started to prepare a report varied 

considerably; they included the following: 

 Change of NFP; 

 Internal/personnel/organizational issues within the responsible ministries; 

 Inaccessibility of data (which are available in other ministries); 

 No financial support received. 

24. Three DCPs stated that the most important factors with regard to why the national 

report was not submitted by the due date were limited capacity and time constraints. 

Another factor mentioned as a reason for not submitting the national report was that the 

reporting is not aligned with Rio markers reporting,
5
 which was given priority over the 

UNCCD reporting, as it was not possible to get resources for both Rio markers and 

UNCCD reporting. This view is apparently shared among numerous DCPs. With regard to 

the format of the reporting template, comments mainly concerned the comprehensiveness 

of the reporting requirement. One DCP mentioned that the format is generally fine but 

overall it is highly complex and the output/useful result probably does not justify the 

extensive input required to meet the full reporting requirement. One Party plans to submit 

the national report in 2013 despite having missed the deadline.  

25. Two SRAP entities stated that limited reporting requirements were a very important 

factor with regard to why they did not hand in their report on time.  

26. One RAP entity stated that financial constraints, time constraints and insufficient 

support were very important factors with regard to why the report was not submitted on 

time.    

  

 5 See decision 13/COP.9 in ICCD/COP(9)/18/Add.1  
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 B.   Challenges to reporting 

  Understanding reporting requirements  

27. Parties were asked during the interview whether they were unable to submit the 

national report due to issues related to understanding the reporting requirements and 

methodology, and the use of the impact indicators. Parties interviewed were asked to state 

whether minor or considerable challenges arose.  

28. Of the 37 ACPs and ACPs/DCPs interviewed, 13 did not complete this section, as 

well as the five which were interviewed. The responses to the question are as follows: 

a) Strategic objective 1 – Poverty rate (SO-1-PR) 

 

 

 

b) Strategic objective 2 – Land cover status (SO-2-LCS) 

 

 

The seven ACPs and ACPs/DCPs that indicated minor challenges stated that there were difficulties in 

determining the increase in net primary productivity in affected areas because of a lack of baseline data 

(one Party). 

 

Eight ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated considerable challenges in the following areas: 

 Old data and methodologies were used, as no new data were available. The data from 2002 and 

2006 were partly used while awaiting up-to-date data (two Parties); 

 Accessing and collecting information (four Parties). 

 

One SRAP entity and one RAP entity stated that minor challenges were experienced. 

 

 

The nine ACPs and ACPs/DCPs which reported that they had encountered minor challenges regarding the 

reporting indicated that: 

 It was difficult to identify the proportion of the population below the minimum level of dietary 

energy consumption in affected areas; 

 In order to provide data it is necessary to engage the relevant experts, which requires financing. 

Engagement of the experts is required at the beginning of the process; however, due to the 

absence of finance the required experts were not engaged; 

 There was a lack of information regarding the affected areas; therefore, the reported population 

figures are not 100 per cent accurate. 

 

The seven ACPs and ACPs/DCPs which stated that they had considerable challenges mentioned that:  

 No new data were available, only data from old censuses (two Parties); 

 The digitizing of information is not increasing the spread of knowledge (two Parties); 

 There were issues with collecting data for sustainable land and water management (one Party); 

 Collecting information was a considerable challenge (three Parties). 

 

One SRAP entity and one RAP entity stated that minor challenges were experienced. 
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c) Strategic objective 4 (SO 4) 

 

 

Nine ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated minor issues and mentioned that:  

 Existing information is dispersed. Public and private institutions do not readily share financial 

information (one Party); 

 There were some challenges in identifying the level and diversity of available funds from all 

non-state actors (one Party); 

 There was a lack of information; not all the required information was available (one Party). 

 

The seven ACPs and ACPs/DCPs which indicated considerable challenges mentioned:  

 Some limitations to accessing information (one Party); 

 No data were available in the relevant ministry for this objective (one Party); 

 A new NFP had recently been nominated, who had to become acquainted with the position 

(one Party); 

 Collecting information was a considerable challenge (one Party). 

 

One SRAP entity and one RAP entity stated that minor challenges were experienced. 

 

 
d) Operational objective 1 (OO 1) 

 

 

Seven ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated minor challenges as follows:  

 The will was there but financially it was a challenge (one Party); 

 Data were not exact, but were estimated. In addition, there was the challenge that most data were 

not UNCCD specific (one Party). 

 

Seven ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated considerable challenges as follows: 

 Problems in identifying the number and type of DLDD-related initiatives undertaken by all civil 

society organizations (CSOs) and Science and Technology Institutions (STI) in the education 

sector at the national level (one Party); 

 With regard to the questions on knowledge sharing systems, there was a need to contact a 

number of national institutions dealing with water, climate and land management bodies (one 

Party). 

 

One SRAP entity and one RAP entity stated that minor challenges were experienced. 

 



12  

e) Operational objective 2 (OO 2) 

 
 

The ten ACPs and ACPs/DCPs that indicated minor challenges mentioned that very little data were 

available (three Parties).  

 

Five ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated considerable challenges as follows:  

 In order to align the national action programme (NAP) with The Strategy, the anticipated 

support had not yet been received; therefore, it was difficult to assess whether or not the 

objective of this indicator has been met (1 Party); 

 Coordination and cooperation between the ministries of agriculture and the environment 

because of the  introduction of the  new normative on soil some environmental issues (one 

Party); 

 Collecting information was a considerable challenge (three Parties). 

 

One SRAP entity and one RAP entity stated that minor challenges were experienced. 

 

 
f) Operational objective 3 (OO 3) 

 
 

Nine ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated minor challenges as follows: 

 Existing information was dispersed (two Parties); 

 Data were not specific to land degradation (one Party); 

 Scientific institutions had not developed the basis for gathering the wide range of information 

required (one Party). 

 

Eight ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated the following considerable challenges: 

 There was no national system to evaluate this process (one Party); 

 Difficulties in getting information on monitoring systems established within the national 

sectoral institutions, as there were no clearly defined indicators at the national level (one 

Party); 

 Capacity-building needed some improvement but it depended on the activities under a new 

NFP and the Science and Technology Correspondent (STC);  

 Collecting updated information (two Parties).  

 

One SRAP entity and one RAP entity stated that minor challenges were experienced. 
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g) Operational objective 4 (OO 4) 

 
 

Six ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated minor challenges as follows: 

 Not enough information was available on institutional capacity needs (one Party). 

 

Eight ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated considerable challenges as follows:  

 There was no opportunity to access capacity-building (one Party); 

 Identify only advocacy, awareness-raising and education activities directly relating to the 

UNCCD (one Party); 

 Collecting information was a challenge (three Parties). 

 

One SRAP entity and one RAP entity stated that minor challenges were experienced. 

 
 

h) Operational objective 5 (OO 5)  

 
 

Eight ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated minor challenges as follows:  

 Not enough information was available on the costs of supporting activities identified in the 

NAP (one Party); 

 The Integrated financing strategy (IFS) had been completed, but was pending adoption (one 

Party). 

 

Seven ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated considerable challenges as follows:  

 The financial support provided was insufficient (one Party); 

 Financial resources were very limited. There were some efforts to gain some financial support 

through bilateral and multilateral projects proposals (one Party); 

 Collecting information was a challenge (three Parties). 

 

One SRAP entity and one RAP entity stated that minor challenges were experienced. 

 

 

i) Standard Financial Annex  

 
 

Four ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated minor challenges. 

 

Nine ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated considerable challenges as follows:  

 It was difficult to obtain information from the different institutions involved (three Parties); 

 It was a challenge to get financial information (one Party). 

 

One SRAP entity and one RAP entity stated that considerable challenges were experienced. 
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j) Programme and Project Sheet 

 

 

k) Best practices on sustainable land management technologies, including adaptation 

 

 

  Performance indicators 

29. Parties were asked during the interview whether they were unable to submit the 

national report due to issues related to understanding the reporting requirements and 

methodology, and whether challenges were found with the way individual performance 

indicators are articulated. The Parties interviewed were asked to state under the “e-

SMART”
6
 aspect of each indicator which in their opinion needed improvement. The 

responses are shown in the table below. 

 

  

 6 Criteria applied for the selection of UNCCD performance indicators and impact indicators for 

strategic objective 4. “e-SMART” stands for economic – Specific – Measurable – Achievable – 

Relevant – Time-bound. Economic: the data and information required for the indicator are available 

at a reasonable cost. The cost is affordable and worthwhile. Specific: the indicator clearly and directly 

relates to the outcome. It is described without ambiguities. Parties have a common understanding of 

the indicator. Measurable: the indicator is preferably quantifiable and objectively verifiable. Parties 

have a common understanding of the ways of measuring the indicator. Achievable: the required data 

and information can actually be collected. Relevant: the indicator must provide information which is 

relevant to the process and its stakeholders. Time-bound: the indicator is time-referenced, and is thus 

able to reflect changes. It can be reported at the requested time.  

 

Five ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated minor challenges. 

 

Eight ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated considerable challenges as follows:  

 There was no available information on this section of the template (one Party). 

 

One SRAP entity and one RAP entity stated that considerable challenges were experienced. 

 

Ten ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated minor challenges as follows:  

 Information on best practices was dispersed; it was not centralized in a database (one Party); 

 The section on adaptation was a challenge (one Party); 

 Data available in the database was not actualized (two Parties); 

 

Six ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated major challenges as follows:  

 There were many institutions, CSOs and other agencies carrying out work-related SLM 

projects, but there was no accurate database (one Party); 

 It was not easy to identify SLM best practices (one Party). 

 

One SRAP entity and one RAP entity stated that minor challenges were experienced. 
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Number of non-reporting Parties that experienced difficulties with reporting on performance indicators 
 

 

Economic Specific Measurable Achievable Relevant Time-bound ACP responses7 

CONS-O-1 7 5 12 3 5 4 16 

CONS-O-3 4 6 4 3 3 5 12 

CONS-O-4 7 5 4 6 4 3 14 

CONS-O-5 8 2 1 3 2 3 10 

CONS-O-7 4 6 3 3 2 4 12 

CONS-O-8 8 7 3 6 3 6 15 

CONS-O-9 6 6 6 4 3 5 13 

CONS-O-10 10 6 5 4 4 2 13 

CONS-O-11 10 7 6 5 4 4 15 

CONS-O-13 6 3 4 2 3 5 10 

CONS-O-14 8 7 2 1 4 7 14 

CONS-O-16 8 5 4 3 2 2 12 

CONS-O-17 7 4 5 3 3 3 10 

CONS-O-18 10 5 5 6 3 3 15 

Total number of 

Parties that 

experienced 

difficulties with the 

particular aspect of 

indicator  103 74 64 52 45 56  - 

 

 

  Impact indicators 

30. Parties were asked during the interview whether they were unable to submit the 

national report due to issues related to understanding the reporting requirements and 

methodology, and whether challenges were found with the way individual impact indicators 

are articulated. The Parties interviewed were asked to state under the e-SMART aspect of 

each indicator which in their opinion needed improvement. The responses are shown in the 

table below. 

 

  

 7 Neither DCPs nor SRAP or RAP entities evaluated performance indicators based on the e-SMART 

criteria.  



16  

Number of non-reporting Parties that experienced difficulties with reporting on impact indicators 

 

  Economic Specific Measurable Achievable Relevant Time-bound 

ACP 

responses8 

SO-1-PR 4 2 7 3 1 2 10 

SO-2-LCS 5 3 5 2 2 2 9 

SO-4-3 4 3 6 5 3 3 13 

SO-4-4 4 3 6 3 2 1 10 

SO-4-6 5 7 3 3 1 3 11+1 SRAP 

SO-4-7 4 4 2 1 2 3 8 

Total number of Parties 

that experienced 

difficulties with the 

particular aspect of 

indicators  26 22 29 17 11 14  - 

 

  Data availability 

31. During the interview, Parties were asked if they were unable to complete the 

national report due to challenges with data availability. The responses are as follows:  

a)  Strategic objective 1 – Poverty rate (SO-1-PR) 

 

 

Fourteen ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data were partially available. The following challenges 

were indicated: 

 Information was not available for the affected areas; 

 The most recent census was completed in 2012. 

 

One ACP/DCP indicated that there no data were available. 

 

b)  Strategic objective 2 – Land cover status (SO-2-LCS) 

 
 

Fourteen ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data were partially available as follows: 

 Different methodologies made it difficult to compare the information; 

 Land cover classification used; 

 Too few data were available; 

 National inventories only partially covering land degradation issues. 

 

One ACP/DCP indicated that there no data were available. 

  

 8 Neither DCPs nor RAP entities evaluated impact indicators based on the e-SMART criteria.  
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c)  Strategic objective 4 (SO 4) 

 

 

d)  Operational objective 1 (OO 1) 

 
 

Eleven ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data were partially available and mentioned that it was 

difficult to measure the impact of actions.  

 

Two ACPs and ACPs/DCPs stated that data were not available. No DCPs or RAP entities responded; 

one SRAP entity indicated that data were partially available. 

 

e)  Operational objective 2 (OO 2) 

 
 

Eleven ACPs and ACPs/DCPs stated that data were partially available and mentioned that not all 

policies were included.  

 

Two ACPs and ACPs/DCPs stated that data were not available. No DCPs or RAP entities responded; 

one SRAP entity indicated that data were partially available. 

 

f)  Operational objective 3 (OO 3) 

 
 

Ten ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data were partially available and mentioned that it was not 

clear how to measure the impact of the actions. 

 

Three ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data were not available. No DCPs or RAP entities 

responded; one SRAP entity indicated that data were partially available. 

 

 

Twelve ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data were partially available and mentioned that there was 

no information at the international agencies level. 

 

Two ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data were not available. 

 

One DCP stated that data were not available, one RAP entity did not answer this question and one SRAP 

entity indicated that data were partially available. 
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g)  Operational objective 4 (OO 4)  
 

 

10 Ten ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data were partially available and mentioned that too few 

data were available. 

 

Three ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that there no data were available and mentioned that there was 

need of a baseline of information. 

 

No DCPs or RAP entities responded; one SRAP entity indicated that data were partially available. 

 

h)  Operational objective 5 (OO 5) 

 
 

Twelve ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data were partially available as follows: 

 Too few data were available; 

 Systematic summarizing would be useful; 

 There was a lack of information at the international agencies level; 

 It was difficult to get information from all the stakeholders. 

 

Two ACPs and ACPs/DCPs responded that no data were available. No DCPs or RAP entities 

responded; one SRAP entity indicated that data were partially available. 

 

i)  Standard Financial Annex 

 
 

Seven ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data and project documents were partially available. 

 

Three ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that there was no SFA available. No DCPs or RAP entities 

responded; one SRAP entity indicated that data were partially available. 

 

j)  Programme and Project Sheet 

 
 

Eight ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that the PPS was partially available. 

 

Two ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that there was no PPS available. 

 

No DCPs or RAP entities responded; one SRAP entity indicated that data were partially available. 
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k)  Best practices on sustainable land management  
 

 

Twelve ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that information on best practices on SLM was partially 

available as follows: 

 It was difficult to decide what is “the best” consideration; 

 Too few data were available; 

 There was no accurate database of projects. 

 

Two ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that it was difficult to get all the information on best practices 

from all the agencies. 

 

No DCPs or RAP entities responded; one SRAP entity indicated that data were partially available. 

 

  Data accessibility 

32. During the interview, Parties were asked if they were unable to complete the 

national report due to challenges with data availability.  

 

a)  Strategic objective 1 – Poverty rate (SO-1-PR) 

 
 

Eleven ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data were partially available. The following challenges 

were indicated: 

 It was difficult to determining the human population in the affected area; 

 There were time constraints as a result of having to rely on the responsible institute. 

 

One ACP or ACP/DCP indicated that there were no accessible data. No DCPs or RAP entities 

responded; one SRAP entity indicated that data were partially accessible. 

 

b)  Strategic objective 2 – Land cover status (SO-2-LCS) 

 
 

Ten ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data were partially accessible. 

 

One ACP or ACP/DCP indicated that there were no accessible data;  

No DCPs or RAP entities responded; 1 SRAP entity indicated that data were partially accessible. 
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c)  Strategic objective 4 (SO-4) 
 

 

d)  Operational objective 1 (OO 1) 

 
 

Twelve ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data were partially accessible and mentioned that there 

was no effective procedure for gathering information from several institutions at the national level. 

 

One ACP or ACP/DCP stated that data were not accessible. No DCPs or RAP entities responded; one 

SRAP entity indicated that data were partially accessible. 

 

e)  Operation objective 2 (OO 2) 

 

 

Fourteen ACPs and ACPs/DCPs stated that data were partially accessible and mentioned that there 

was no effective procedure for gathering information from several institutions at the national level. 

 

One ACP or ACP/DCP stated that data were not accessible. No DCPs or RAP entities responded; one 

SRAP entity indicated that data were partially accessible. 

 

f)  Operational objective 3 (OO 3) 
 

 

Ten ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data were partially accessible as follows: 

 There was no effective procedure for gathering information from several institutions at the 

national level; 

 There was no harmonized database. 

 

Two ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data were not accessible from the agencies involved. 

 

No DCPs or RAP entities responded; one SRAP entity indicated that data were partially accessible. 

 

Thirteen ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data were partially accessible as follows: 

 There was no effective procedure for gathering information from several institutions at the 

national level; 

 Not all government agencies were willing to cooperate. 

 

Two ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data were not accessible from all the government agencies. 

 

No DCPs or RAP entities responded; one SRAP entity indicated that data were partially accessible. 
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g)  Operational objective 4 (OO 4) 

 
 

Eleven ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data were partially accessible and mentioned that there 

was no effective procedure for gathering information from several institutions at the national level. 

 

Three ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that there were no accessible data.  

No DCPs or RAP entities responded; one SRAP entity indicated that data were partially accessible. 

 

h)  Operational objective 5 (OO 5) 

 
 

Twelve ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data were partially accessible and mentioned that there 

was no effective procedure for gathering information from several institutions at the national level. 

 

Two ACPs and ACPs/DCPs responded that there were no accessible data. No DCPs or RAP entities 

responded; one SRAP entity indicated that data were partially accessible. 

 

 

i)  Standard Financial Annex 

 

 

j)  Programme and Project Sheet 

 
 

Eleven ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that the PPS was partially accessible and mentioned that 

there was no effective procedure for gathering information from several institutions at the national 

level. 

 

Three ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that there was no accessible PPS it and mentioned that it 

was difficult to get information from all the agencies involved.  

No DCPs or RAP entities responded; one SRAP entity indicated that data were partially accessible. 

 

 

Ten ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that data were partially accessible and mentioned that there was 

no effective procedure for gathering information from several institutions at the national level. 

 

Three ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that there was no accessible. No DCPs or RAP entities 

responded; one SRAP entity indicated that data were partially accessible. 
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k)  Best practices on sustainable land management 

 
 

Twelve ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that information on best practices was partially accessible; 

best practice was not clearly defined at the national level. 

 

Two ACPs and ACPs/DCPs indicated that information on best practices was not accessible from all 

the stakeholders. 

 

No DCPs or RAP entities responded; one SRAP entity indicated that data were partially accessible. 

 

 C.   Limited capacity in meeting all reporting requirements 

  Knowledge 

 

 
 

33. Thirty ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding sufficient technical 

and scientific knowledge for meeting reporting obligations. The following scientific and 

technical problems were reported:  

 Departments have enough experience and technical and scientific knowledge, 

but there are difficulties applying it for UNCCD reporting; 

 Some Parties reported a shortage of qualified staff or limited personnel with 

experience in SLM issues; and 

 Despite the existing scientific and technical capacity of the department, some 

of the information requires the involvement of external experts. The work of 

these experts is required at the beginning of the reporting process. 

34. Two ACPs and ACP/DCPs did not answer the question referred to in paragraph 33 

above. One DCP, one RAP entity and one SRAP possessed sufficient technical and 

scientific knowledge. One SRAP entity did not answer the question. 
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  Training 

 

 
 

35. Thirty-one ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding constraints to the 

completion of their UNCCD reporting obligations due to lack of training. One ACP and one 

ACP/DCP did not answer the question. 

36. Three DCPs, one RAP entity and one SRAP entity stated that their reporting 

obligations were not constrained due to lack of training. One SRAP entity answered that it 

was constrained. Two DCPs did not answer the question.  
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37. Twenty-one ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding the training 

required. Other training requirements that were specified include: 

 Lessons learnt from other countries in the region or at global level as regards 

coordination and participation at national level; 

 Training is required for newly appointed national focal points, allowing the 

focal point to become familiar with the reporting process and PRAIS portal; 

 Workshops on computers, data processing, software and reporting templates; 

and 

 Training at national or regional level is required. 

38. Eleven ACPs and ACP/DCPs did not answer this question. 

39. Five DCPs and 1 RAP entity did not answer this question. One SRAP entity 

responded that training should be provided and ideally available for all four components.  

 

  Human resources 

 

 
 

40. Twenty-seven ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding the number of 

people involved in the reporting process. Five ACPs and ACP/DCPs did not answer this 

question.  

41. One DCP stated that 0 people are involved in the reporting process, one stated that 

between two and three people are involved, and one stated that ten people are involved. 

One RAP entity indicated that two people are involved in the reporting process and two 

SRAP entities indicated that they both have two people involved. 
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42. Nineteen ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding the professional 

category of people involved in the reporting process. Thirteen ACPs and ACP/DCPs did 

not answer this question 

43. Five DCPs and one RAP entity did not answer this question. One SRAP entity stated 

that the people involved in the reporting process are scientists. One SRAP entity stated that 

the people involved belong to the ‘other’ category. 

 

 
 

44. Fifteen ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding the number of 

persons per day dedicated to the reporting process.  Seventeen ACPs and ACP/DCPs did 

not answer this question 

45. One DCP stated that roughly two persons per day are dedicated to the reporting 

process and four DCPs did not answer the question. One RAP entity was not able to specify 

a specific number, one SRAP entity stated that two persons per day are dedicated to the 

reporting process, and one SRAP entity reported 25 persons per day. 
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46. Twenty-three ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding the sufficiency 

of the numbers of persons involved in and persons per day dedicated to reporting. Nine 

ACPs and ACP/DCPs did not answer this question. 

47. Reasons as to why the number of persons per day is not sufficient are as follows:  

 The above-mentioned numbers of persons have other duties and 

responsibilities in addition to the reporting, which indicates that more 

people need to be involved in the process. There should be at least six 

persons involved: two social scientists, two environmental scientists 

and two technical assistants; 

 It was not due to number but the effectiveness of the stakeholders 

involvement 

 Data is not organized and in some cases not even digitized; this 

requires an extra effort to compile and organize the information;  

 Staff involved have limited capacities and insufficient IT knowledge; 

 Reporting is a complex coordination process; more people are needed 

for the reporting process and for the finding/collection of data and 

information; and 

 Some Parties have the requisite number of persons to complete the 

report but have been constrained by the insufficient time staff are able 

to devote and a lack of financial resources. 

48. One DCP answered with “sufficient” and four DCPs did not answer the question. 

One RAP entity answered “sufficient”, and both SRAP entities answered with “sufficient”. 
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  Reporting templates and supporting tools 

 

 
 

49. A total of 29 ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding the overall 

user-friendliness of the reporting templates. Three ACPs and ACP/DCPs did not answer 

this question. 

50. Three DCPs and one SRAP entity stated that the reporting template is not user-

friendly, and one RAP entity and one SRAP entity states that it is user-friendly. 

 

 
 

51. A total of 31 ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding the structure of 

the reporting templates. One ACP and ACP/DCP did not answer this question. 

52. Two DCPs and one SRAP entity stated that it is not clearly structured, and one DCP, 

one RAP entity and one SRAP entity indicated that it is clearly structured. 
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53. Thirty ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding the content of the 

reporting templates. Two ACPs and ACP/DCPs did not answer this question. 

54. Suggestions from ACPs for improvement include: 

 The translation into Spanish should be improved; 

 There are currently two templates, and filling in two reports is not an option 

for most given the time constraints. In addition, there is too much repetition 

between the reports; 

 The reporting templates need to be simplified and shortened, as time is a 

major factor in reporting in general. In addition, the abbreviations of the 

operational objectives complicate things; 

 The reporting template is too detailed; some questions cannot be answered 

because data is not available; 

 The templates should be easily accessible by the public. The format is 

currently clear for practitioners  and should be made more understandable 

and user-friendly for external users and the public in general;  

 The formulation should be improved to make the template clearer; 

 An improvement in the software compatibility (regarding the database) 

should be considered; and 

55. Two DCPs stated that the template is not clearly structured and one DCP stated that 

it is clearly structured. One RAP entity and both SRAP entities indicated that it is clearly 

structured.  
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56. A total of 26 ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding the user-

friendliness of the reporting manual. Five ACPs and ACP/DCPs did not answer this 

question 

57. Four DCPs did not answer the question regarding the user-friendliness of the 

reporting manual. One DCP stated that the manual is not user-friendly. One RAP entity 

indicated that the manual is not user-friendly and that the print version is not very user-

friendly. Both SRAP entities indicated that the manual is user-friendly. 

 

 
 

58. A total of 27 ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding the structure of 

the reporting manual. Five ACPs and ACP/DCPs did not answer this question. 

59. Four DCPs did not answer this question. One DCP, one RAP entity and one SRAP 

entity stated that it is not clearly structured, and one SRAP entity indicated that it is clearly 

structured.  
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60. A total of 26 ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding the content of 

the reporting manual. Five ACPs and ACP/DCPs did not answer this question. 

61. Responses from ACPs on suggestions for improvement: 

 Technical advice should be provided to improve the methodology described  

in the manual; 

 Improved formulation and simplified indicators would make the manual 

more user-friendly and clear; 

 Training on how to apply the content in the manual is needed; and 

 As there is no permanent staff dedicated to reporting, the final reports must 

be reviewed with the end users. 

62. Four DCPs did not answer this question. One DCP, one RAP entity and one SRAP 

entity said the manual was not clearly articulated, and one SRAP entity indicated that it 

was. There was a suggestion to make a summary of the manual as it is currently too long. 
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63. A total of 26 ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding resources 

consulted. Six ACPs and ACP/DCPs did not answer this question. 

64. Out of the five DCPs interviewed, two did not answer this question.  

65. One DCP stated that it used the glossary and one did not. One DCP used the 

reporting manual and two did not. One DCP used the Quick Reference Guide and two did 

not.  Two DCPs used Rio Markers and one did not. No DCPs used Relevant Activity Codes 

or Purpose Codes.  

66. One RAP entity and one SRAP entity reported using all resources. One SRAP entity 

used only the glossary, Reporting Manual and Quick Reference Guide.  

 D.   Technical/technological constraints 

  PRAIS portal 
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67. Thirty ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding the understanding of 

the role and functionalities of the PRAIS portal. Two ACPs and ACP/DCPs did not answer 

this question. 

68. Three DCPs and all SRAP and RAP entities answered that PRAIS was understood, 

one DCP answered that it was not understood, and one DCP did not answer the question. 

 

 
 

69. A total of 29 ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question on experiencing 

difficulties with online reporting using the PRAIS portal. Three ACPs and ACP/DCPs did 

not answer this question. 

70. One DCP reported problems with the PRAIS portal, two DCPs reported no 

problems, and two did not answer the question. All SRAP and RAP entities reported no 

difficulties. 

71. When reporting entities were asked to rate their problems by level of importance, the 

responses were as indicated in the figure below:  
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72. Ten ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered this question. Twelve ACPs and ACP/DCPs 

did not answer this question. 

73. Other issues with online reporting that were reported include: 

 The PRAIS server was seriously overloaded around the reporting deadline. 

The PRAIS system broke down at least three times; 

 Helpdesk requests were not answered in time; 

 There were problems accessing the PRAIS portal; some Parties still do not 

have access credentials; 

 A limited number of staff possess the required knowledge on the PRAIS 

portal; and 

 Problems occurred when trying to attach files (e.g. maps) and when 

submitting the report. 

74. One DCP stated that the complexity of the PRAIS portal was an issue. One DCP 

reported that most of the PRAIS portal is not applicable to that particular Party. Four DCPs 

did not answer this question for this reason. SRAP and RAP entities were not required to 

answer this question. 
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 E.   Institutional constraints  

  Coordination 

 

 
 

75. A total of 23 ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered this question. Nine ACPs and 

ACP/DCPs did not answer this question. 

76. The following were given as reasons for rating the coordination as “unsatisfactory”:  

 Focal points and the responsibilities of other national institutions contributing 

to the report were not formally defined; 

 There was a delay in accessing information; 

 There is no organized coordination structure; 

 Coordination between different ministries, especially in collecting data, is 

insufficient. The ministries either do not have sufficient information on the 

issues or the data/information is disorganized; and 

 Sometimes focal points in other ministries were not available resulting in the 

delay in accessing data. 

77. Three DCPs, one RAP entity and one SRAP entity stated that coordination was 

satisfactory, and one SRAP entity indicated that it was unsatisfactory. Two DCPs did not 

answer the question. 
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78. A total of ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding the participatory 

or consultative approach. Six ACPs and ACP/DCPs did not answer this question. 

79. Difficulties were reported in the following areas: 

 The coordination mechanism needs improvement. This can be done by 

introducing specific responsibilities regarding UNCCD reporting into the 

mandates of other national institutions; 

 Country elections affected the process; 

 Too many stakeholders are involved in the consultative process because of 

the complexity of the questionnaire; 

 There was a lack of incentive to involve stakeholders; 

 It was difficult to convince  partners to participate in the reporting process; 

 There was insufficient feedback from relevant stakeholders; and 

 There was not enough time to organize a validation workshop with relevant 

stakeholders. 

80. One DCP reported no difficulties and 4 DCPs did not answer the question. One RAP 

entity and one SRAP entity indicated that the process was unsatisfactory, and one SRAP 

entity indicated that it was satisfactory.  
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 F.   Financial constraints 

  Financial resources 

 

 
 

81. Thirty ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered this question. Two ACPs and ACP/DCPs did 

not answer this question. 

82. One DCP and one SRAP entity stated that the internal financial resources were 

sufficient. One DCP, one SRAP entity and one RAP entity stated that internal financial 

resources were insufficient. Three DCPs did not answer the question. 

 

 
 

83. Twelve ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding the estimated 

amount invested. Twenty ACPs and ACP/DCPs did not answer this question. 

84. Five DCPs did not answer this question; neither SRAP nor RAP entities answered 

this question. 
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85. A total of 31 ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered this question; one ACP and ACP/DCP 

did not answer this question. 

86. One DCP and one RAP entity stated that they did not receive external financial 

support, as it was not applied for. Four DCPs did not answer the question. Both SRAP 

entities responded that their country received external financial support. 

 

 
 

87. Eleven ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered this question. A total of 21 ACPs 

and ACP/DCPs did not answer this question. 

88. Six ACPs stated that GEF was their source of funding; three ACPs stated 

that UNEP was their source of funding. 

89. One SRAP entity received USD 8,000 and one received USD 16,000. Five 

DCPs and one RAP entity did not answer the question. 
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90. A total of 28 ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered this question. Four ACPs and 

ACP/DCPs did not answer this question. 

91. One DCP stated that funding was not requested. Four DCPs did not answer the 

question, and both SRAP and RAP entities were not required to answer this question. 

 

 
 

92. Twenty-one ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered this question. Eleven ACPs and 

ACP/DCPs did not answer this question. 

93. Five DCPs did not answer the question. Both SRAP and RAP entities were not 

required to answer this question. 
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 G.   Time constraints 

  Time for reporting 

 

 
 

94. Ten ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding the appropriate time 

frame. Three ACPs and ACP/DCPs did not answer this question 

95. One ACP stated that if the report guidelines could be translated into the local 

language, six months is a reasonable time to complete the report. 

96. When asked for recommendations regarding the reporting time frame, Parties 

responded:  

 In addition to simplifying the templates and reporting manual, the reporting 

process should be made as easy and quick as possible. 

97. Three DCPs and all SRAP and RAP entities considered six months to be sufficient 

time to complete the report. Two DCPs did not answer this question.  
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98. 28 ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question on whether they intend to submit 

the report. Four ACPs and ACP/DCPs did not answer this question.  

99. When asked when the report would be submitted, 14 ACPs and ACP/DCPs stated 

that they would hand in their report between December 2012 and March 2013; 9 ACPs and 

ACP/DCPs stated that they would hand in their report between April–October 2013; 3 

ACPs and ACP/DCPs stated that they would hand it in in 2014. 

100. Two ACPs and ACP/DCPs stated that they have already handed it in after the due 

date. 

101. One DCP stated that no report would be submitted, one DCP is considering 

submitting the report, one DCP responded that it would be submitted in a short word format 

in the first half 2013, one DCP responded that the report would be sent in either December 

2014 or January 2015, and one DCP did not answer this question. 

102. One RAP entity indicated that the report would be submitted, but that it depends on 

financial support. Both SRAP entities stated that it has already been handed in, but that it 

was late. 
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103. Twenty-five ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding the timeliness 

of GEF funding. 

104. The following were given as funding difficulties: 

 All formalities for the application for funds to the GEF-UNEP were 

completed, but the funds have still not arrived; 

 Funds were requested from UNEP on time, but there were some constraints 

related to the UNEP umbrella project itself; 

 The process took much longer than expected; 

 One country reported a delay in approving and releasing the funds allocated; 

 There were problems related to a country’s internal processes; 

 No funding arrived; 

 Funding was late; 

 There was a delay in receiving the funds, although the letter of endorsement 

was submitted before the deadline. The reason for this delay is not known; 

 The UNEP procedures for financial transfer are very lengthy;  

 There were procedural problems in the disbursement requiring several calls 

to the GEF;  

 There were two delays: 1) fund transfer; and 2) bank confirmation of fund 

availability; 

 One Party chose to access GEF funds though the direct access modality. The 

process seemed as long as going through an implementing agency. Previous 

national reports were submitted on time, but the country was not able to 

fulfill the obligations with the new financial access modalities; 

 There were problems with the procedures of the GEF and implementing 

agencies; 

 There was a delay in receiving funds from UNEP; 

 Late application lead to the late arrival of funds from GEF; and  

 There was a delay in the approval of projects, resulting in a delay in funding. 

105. Five DCPs did not answer this question. SRAP and RAP entities did not have to 

answer this question. 
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 H. Insufficient support 

  Support by the UNCCD secretariat’s Help Desk 

 

 
 

106. A total of 23 ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding the UNCCD 

Help Desk. Nine ACPs and ACP/DCPs did not answer this question. 

107. Five DCPs did not answer this question. One RAP entity and one SRAP entity 

indicated that it was satisfactory. 

 

  Support by the Regional Coordination Units 

 

 
 

108. A total of 27 ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding the UNCCD 

Regional Coordination Units (RCUs). Five ACPs and ACP/DCPs did not answer this 

question. 

109. The following were given as difficulties in receiving support from the RCUs: 
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 Difficulties in communications; 

 There was a lack of support in looking for resources for the process, and 

follow-up was weak; 

 The RCU should contact the NFPs by phone when messages are received and 

read; and 

 The RCU demonstrates good performance in communication and 

coordination. However, the RCU should have a local expert on reporting, and 

should be supported by and coordinate well with a set of Reference Centers. 

110. Five DCPs did not answer this question, one RAP entity and both SRAP entities 

indicated that they were satisfied with the RCUs. 

 

 
 

111. A total of 28 ACP and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding Reference 

Centers. Four ACPs and ACP/DCPs did not answer this question 

112. Four DCPs interviewed did not answer this question. One DCP answered “No”. All 

RAP and SRAP entities answered “Yes”. 
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  Global support programme  

 
 

113. A total of 28 ACPs and ACP/DCPs answered the question regarding a global 

support programme. Four ACPs and ACP/DCPs did not answer this question. 

114. Four DCPs did not answer this question. One DCP and 1 RAP entity stated 

that a global support programme is not needed. Both SRAP entities indicated that a 

global support programme would be useful. 

 I.   Suggestions from country Parties for the next reporting cycle 

115. At the end of the questionnaire, Parties were asked to provide suggestions on how to 

improve the reporting process for the next cycle. These suggestions are provided below 

organized by topic: 

 
(a)  Funding: 

 Sufficient funds are needed in order to pay for national and international 

external assistance. Overall costs for consultants need to be checked and 

funding adjusted accordingly (from an ACP); 

 Funds should be provided in time and the RCU should have a clear mandate 

and enough financial, human and technical resources to support countries in 

the reporting exercise (from an ACP); 

 For the transfer of GEF funds, there were difficulties associated with the 

request to have a country unique account. Creating a specific account for 

GEF resources is not permitted or takes too much time (from an ACP); 

 The GEF secretariat should make arrangements to enable financial resources 

to be available on time to allow for a smooth implementation of reporting 

processes (from an ACP); and 

 There should be quicker and easier access to funds. UNEP should keep 

Parties up-to-date on the efforts they are undertaking on their behalf (from an 

ACP). 
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(b)  Templates and user manual: 

 Numerous country Parties suggested simplifying the templates. Much of the 

information requested is too detailed and Parties do not have that specific 

data; Parties therefore recommend that unnecessary questions are cut out; 

 Adding  a section on “additional information” that describes the purpose and 

use of the information (i.e. if the information tools were useful in compiling 

all the required information and how much time the compilation takes) (from 

an ACP); and 

 The reporting for countries not affected by desertification should be kept 

simple and efficient. An alternative to the PRAIS system should be offered, 

which consists of a description of projects and activities as well as data (if 

available and accessible) (from a DCP). 

 

(c) Deadline for reporting and time constraints: 

 The deadline should be considered along with the resources available, and 

not because of the timing of the meeting of the CRIC (from an ACP); 

 The reporting process should be as easy and as less time-consuming as 

possible (from a DCP); 

 In order to complete the report within the given time frame, it is necessary 

that the funding is made available on time (from an ACP); and 

 Completing the report within the required timeframe is achievable if the 

guidelines are translated into local languages (from an ACP). 

 

(d) PRAIS portal and online submission: 

 The PRAIS portal should be improved to provide information useful for 

policymaking; in this regard, the printed out version of the report should be 

improved (from an ACP); 

 An offline reporting venue needs to be available as an alternative to PRAIS 

for situations where there is difficulty accessing the internet (from an ACP); 

 PRAIS should be improved to allow for the smooth submission of the report 

once it is finalized (from an ACP); and 

 Some countries experience difficulties when attaching bigger files (such as 

files that contain maps) during submission. This issue should be addressed. 

 

(e) Training: 

 A yearly refresher/introductory training programme for new NFPs should be 

introduced to acquaint them with the reporting process and PRAIS portal 

(from an ACP). 

 Information exchange between the new and former NFP is a challenge. The 

secretariat should ensure that the new NFP has received all information about 

the process and reporting (from an ACP). 

 Coordination should be improved. The agenda for reporting should be given 

globally at the beginning of the year, and there should be regional and 
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subregional workshops to help define requirements at national level (from an 

ACP); and 

 Advice from the secretariat and the GM should be given on the GEF funding 

process, and workshops to develop the project for fundraising should be 

organized (from an ACP). 

 

(f) Institutional constraints:  

 More coordination and involvement by national stakeholders in regional 

programmes would make it easier to follow up on the reporting process. In 

addition, a summarized version of the templates should be available in order 

to send it to other national entities involved in the reporting process; 

 It would be useful to produce and disseminate a global results report for 

countries in order for national authorities to understand how they are 

affected. These kinds of documents should receive more support in order for 

countries to become more engaged in fighting desertification/land issues 

(from a RAP entity); and 

 Better coordination between United Nations organizations that support the 

implementation of the Convention and the secretariat needs to be promoted. 

Some affected county Parties had delays in the submission of their national 

reports due to the lack of coordination between the timelines of the UNEP 

umbrella project and the reporting deadlines established by the secretariat 

(from an ACP). 

 III.   Conclusions 

116. The survey provided clear and valuable insight into the issues encountered in this 

reporting cycle, where the number of reports submitted by the deadline was less than the 

number of reports received in the previous exercises.  

117. The lack of financial resources was stated as the main reason which hindered 

country Parties from submitting their national report. This fact was singled out as the most 

important, as 24 out of 37 Parties interviewed (65 per cent) stated that their funding applied 

for from the GEF-UNEP projects arrived late, and in some cases not at all by the time of the 

interview. In some cases the application for funding has been initiated and completed by the 

country Parties, but no confirmation for funding had been given as it is still undergoing the 

internal GEF-UNEP funding process. The overall suggestion with regard to funding is 

therefore clear: the internal process for funding requests need to be improved to allow for a 

more efficient process, thereby enabling the timely arrival of funds to affected country 

Parties which rely on it for their reporting process. 

118. Time constraints were noted as the second major factor leading to a limited number 

of report submissions. The fact that NFPs have a number of other duties and that they do 

not have direct access to data and information from other ministries hindered country 

Parties from completing and submitting their reports. Many country Parties struggle to fill 

in the report and submit it in a timely manner due to the length and the complexity of the 

reporting template, especially with regard to the indicators. The overall suggestion is that 

the template should be made shorter, thus allowing country Parties to fill in the report more 

efficiently. 

119. A lack of capacity was the third main factor as to why country Parties did not submit 

their national report on time. Both technical and scientific knowledge is available, as 
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indicated by most countries; however, the number of personnel working on the reports is 

not sufficient. Respondents indicated that training workshops would be very useful, 

especially for newly appointed NFPs. The request for training and workshops about the 

reporting process, templates, and manuals should be considered for the next reporting cycle. 

120. While few countries reported problems with understanding the report and its 

requirements, several reported problems with availability and access to national data.  

121. In general, Parties regarded the PRAIS portal as user-friendly. However, technical 

issues were experienced, such as not being able to access the database at the end of the 

reporting period due to database overload, or that data such as maps and images could not 

be uploaded. In addition, the need to have offline templates and reporting tools for 

countries experiencing problems with internet access/speed was stressed. 
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Annex 

  Questionnaire for national focal points on reasons for not 
submitting the national report by 30 October 2012 

 

 I. Main reasons for not submitting the national report 

Main reasons  Identify the main reasons why your country was not in a position to submit the national report (tick as many boxes 

as necessary and rate the level of importance).  

 

 Very important Important Not important 

Limited capacity to meet reporting requirements     

Technical/technological constraints    

Institutional constraints    

Financial constraints    

Time constraints    

Insufficient support    

Other (specify):     

  

 

 II. Challenges to reporting  

 
Understanding the 

reporting 

requirements  

Has your country not been able to complete the report due to challenges related to understanding the reporting 

requirements and the methodology to use for the compilation of information on the indicators? Please indicate in 

the table below and provide specific comments on problems found. 

 

Requirements concerning Minor challenges 

(indicate the challenge) 

Considerable challenge 

(indicate the challenge) 

Strategic Objective 1- Poverty ratea   

Strategic Objective 2 - Land cover status   

Strategic Objective 4   

Operational Objective 1   

Operational Objective 2   

Operational Objective 3   

Operational Objective 4   

Operational Objective 5   

Standard Financial Annex    

Programme and Project Sheet    

Best practices on SLM   
 

a)  Answers on SO1 (PR of Poverty Rate) and SO2 (LCS or Land Cover Status) to be provided only by affected country Parties. Please note the 

coding for these indicators (SO1-PR and SO2-LCS) is only preliminary. Official coding is yet to be determined. 



 49 

Understanding the 

reporting 

requirements 

(continued)  

Performance indicators: If you found challenges with the way individual performance indicators 

are articulated, please place a tick mark under the e-SMART
a
 aspect of each indicator that in your 

opinion needs improvement. 

 

 Economic Specific Measurable Achievable Relevant Time-bound 

CONS-O-1       

CONS-O-3       

CONS-O-4       

CONS-O-5       

CONS-O-7       

CONS-O-8       

CONS-O-9       

CONS-O-10       

CONS-O-11       

CONS-O-13       

CONS-O-14       

CONS-O-16       

CONS-O-17       

CONS-O-18       

 

Impact indicators: If you found problems with the way individual impact indicators are articulated, please place a 

tick mark under the e-SMART aspect of each indicator that in your opinion needs improvement. 
 

 Economic Specific Measurable Achievable Relevant Time-bound 

SO1-PR       

SO2-LCS       

SO4-3       

SO4-4       

SO4-6       

SO4-7       
 

 

 

Data availability  Has your country not been able to complete the report due to challenges with data availability? Please indicate in 

the table below and provide specific comments on challenges with data availability and collection. 

  

Data concerning  Partially available  

(what is lacking) 

Not available 

 

Strategic Objective 1- Poverty rate   

Strategic Objective 2 - Land cover status   

Strategic Objective 4   

Operational Objective 1   

Operational Objective 2   

Operational Objective 3   

Operational Objective 4   

Operational Objective 5   

Standard Financial Annex    

Programme and Project Sheet    

Best practices on SLM   
 

a)  Criteria applied for the selection of UNCCD performance indicators and impact indicators for strategic objective 4. ‘e-SMART’ stands for 

economic - Specific - Measurable - Achievable - Relevant -Time bound. Economic: The data and information required for the indicator are available 

at a reasonable cost. The cost is affordable and worthwhile. Specific: The indicator clearly and directly relates to the outcome. It is described without 

ambiguities. Parties have a common understanding of the indicator. Measurable: The indicator is preferably quantifiable and objectively verifiable. 

Parties have a common understanding of the ways of measuring the indicator. Achievable: The required data and information can actually be 

collected. Relevant: The indicator must provide information which is relevant to the process and its stakeholders. Time-bound: The indicator is time-

referenced, and is thus able to reflect changes. It can be reported at the requested time. 
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Data accessibility  Has your country not been able to complete the report due to challenges with data accessibility? Please indicate in 

the table below and provide specific comments on challenges with data accessibility 

 

Data concerning  Partially accessible 

(what is not accessible) 

Not accessible 

 

Strategic Objective 1- Poverty rate   

Strategic Objective 2 - Land cover status   

Strategic Objective 4   

Operational Objective 1   

Operational Objective 2   

Operational Objective 3   

Operational Objective 4   

Operational Objective 5   

Standard Financial Annex    

Programme and Project Sheet    

Best practices on SLM   

  

 

 III. Limited capacity to meet all the reporting obligations 

Knowledge  Could your department count on sufficient technical and scientific knowledge to meet UNCCD reporting 

obligations?  

o Yes  

o No 

 

 If no, specify particular problems with technical and scientific knowledge. 

 

 

 

 

Training  Has the fact of not having regional and/or subregional training opportunities constrained your ability to fulfil your 

UNCCD reporting obligations? 

o Yes  

o No  

 

If yes, which training would be required?  

o On methodology, how to compile information on performance indicators; 

o On methodology, how to compile information on impact indicators; 

o On technology, how to use the PRAIS portal and its functionalities; 

o On organization, how to ensure coordination and participation at national level; 

o Other (please specify). 
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Human resources  If your country has engaged in the reporting process to some extent, how many people have been involved in your 

country in the UNCCD reporting process?  

 

Number of people  

 

Professional category 

 of people    

 

If your country has engaged in the reporting process to some extent, estimate the total number of person/day 

dedicated by these persons to the UNCCD reporting process:  

 

Number of person/day  

 

Is the above-mentioned number of persons involved in, and person/day dedicated to, the UNCCD reporting 

sufficient? 

o Yes    

o No 

 

If no, elaborate why. 
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Reporting 

templates and 

supporting tools 

Overall, would you describe the reporting templates as: 

 

 Yes  

 

Partially 

(what is lacking) 

No 

 

User-friendly    

Clearly structured    

Clearly articulated content    

 

Do you have any suggestions for improvement? 

 

 

 

Overall, would you describe the reporting manual as: 

 

 Yes  

 

Partially 

(what is lacking) 

No 

User-friendly    

Clearly structured    

Clearly articulated content    

 

Do you have any suggestions for improvement? 

 

 

 

Please mark which of the following information resources you consulted? 

 

 Yes No 

Glossary   

Reporting manuala   

Quick reference guideb   

Rio Markers (RMs)c   

Relevant Activity Codes (RACs)d   

Purpose Codes (OECD PCs)e   
 

a)  Manual that provides additional guidance on gathering information and answering questions emerging from the reporting 

templates. http://www.unccd.int/en/programmes/Reporting-review-and-assessment/Pages/Reporting-manual.aspx 

b)  Document containing information on relevant activities codes (RACs), Rio markers and purpose codes (OECD PCs). http://www.unccd-

prais.com/ReportingTools/QuickRef 

c)  The Rio Markers (RMs) are indicators of the degree of relevance of a given activity in addressing the objectives of a Rio convention. Please refer 

to foot note number 4. 

d)  The Relevant Activity Codes (RACs) indicate categories of measures that are typically put in place to combat desertification, land degradation and 

drought. Please refer to foot note number 4. 

e)  The purpose codes (PCs) are standard categories used to indicate the economic sector that is benefiting from a given funding or activity, e.g. 

health, energy, agriculture. Please refer to foot note number 4. 
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 IV. Technical/technological constraints 

PRAIS portal Do you believe you and staff working on UNCCD in your government understand the role of the PRAIS portal and 

how to use it for your national reporting?   

o Yes    

o No 

 

Did you experience problems with online reporting using the PRAIS portal? 

o Yes    

o No 

 

If yes, explain which ones. 

 Very important  Important  Not important  

Problems with internet connectivity    

Complexity of the PRAIS portal     

Difficulties in getting access 

credentials 

   

Difficulties using the Help Desk    

Other (specify): 

 

 

   

 

 

 V. Institutional constraints 

Coordination  Was coordination at the national level with the relevant line ministries satisfactory in order to report 

comprehensively and coherently?  

o Yes  

o No  

 

If no, specify: 

 

 

 

Participation and 

consultation  

Did you find difficulties in deploying a participatory or consultative approach involving all relevant stakeholders 

in the reporting process?  

o Yes  

o No  

 

If yes, indicate which difficulties were found:  
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 VI. Financial constraints 

Financial resources  Could your country count on sufficient internal financial resources to meet UNCCD reporting obligations?  

o Yes    

o No 

 

Please provide an estimate of the amount invested from your country’s national budget, including remuneration of 

personnel, into the UNCCD reporting process.  

 

Currency  

 

Amount  

 

In-kind contribution 

(specify type) 

 

 

 

Has your country received external financial support to meet UNCCD reporting obligations?  

o Yes    

o No 

 

If yes, please specify: 

 

Currency  

 

Amount  

 

Source of funding 

 

Has your country requested GEF funding support for reporting purposes? 

o Yes    

o No 

 

 

If yes, which of the GEF funding modalities for UNCCD enabling activities did your country apply for?  

o Direct access 

o Access through a GEF implementing agency 

o UNEP umbrella projects 

o Other forms of financial support from the GEF (please specify)  
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 VII. Time constraints 

Time for reporting If the lack of time was considered as important or very important factor for not submitting the report, what would 

have been more appropriate time-frame for the completion of the report provided that all required elements are in 

place (i.e., reporting templates and guidelines, on-line reporting facilities, as well as training and financial 

contribution for enabling activities if required)?  

o Six months as decided by COP 10; 

o More than six months (please specify how many): 

 

 

 

 

Did your country plan to submit the 2012-2013 report and if yes, when it will be submitted? 

 

 

 

If your country requested GEF funding for reporting purposes, did your country receive the GEF funding in time to 

assist you in your UNCCD reporting obligations? 

o Yes    

o No 

 

If no, please indicate difficulties that your government faced in applying and/or receiving GEF funding for 

enabling activities: 

 

 

 

 

 VIII. Insufficient support 

Support by the 

secretariat Help 

Desk  

Was the support by the UNCCD Help Desk satisfactory? 

o Yes  

o No  

 

If no, specify why and/or how it could be improved. 

 

 

Support by the  

Regional 

Coordination Units 

Was the support by the UNCCD Regional Coordination Units satisfactory?  

o Yes  

o No  

 

If no, specify why and/or how it could be improved. 

 

 

 

 

Do you consider that having Reference Centers as technical backstopping at subregional/regional level in place 

would be critical to support your UNCCD reporting obligations in the future? 

o Yes  

o No 
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Global support 

programme 

Besides the GEF funding for enabling activities at the national level, does your country consider important to have 

in place a global support programme that provides training and capacity building at the regional/subregional 

level?  

o Yes 

o No 

 

 IX. Suggestions for the next reporting process 

Provide any suggestions not already addressed above. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    


