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CO-CHAIRS SUMMARY 

 

The objective of the OECD Workshop on Biodiversity and Development: Mainstreaming and 
Managing for Results was to bring together government practitioners from both the biodiversity and 
development co-operation communities, as well as other experts, to share experience and insights 
on the key opportunities and challenges to mainstreaming biodiversity into development policies 
and planning and into development co-operation. The Workshop provided a platform for discussion 
on the following key themes: 

 Recent country experience and efforts on mainstreaming biodiversity into development 
objectives and into development co-operation;  

 Approaches and partnerships to mainstream biodiversity at local and sectoral level; 

 Insights, challenges and opportunities to manage for better results.  

The workshop brought together over 85 representatives from the biodiversity and development co-
operation communities, including experts in the mainstreaming field from Costa Rica, Brazil, 
Ecuador, South Africa, Vietnam and Uganda,  as well as key actors from civil society organisations  
(e.g., IIED, IUCN, BirdLife International) and multilateral banks (e.g., GEF, ADB), amongst others. The 
workshop was co-chaired by Arthur Eijs (Netherlands and previous WPBWE Chair) and John 
Carstensen (U.K., and ENVIRONET Chair)  

  

                                                           
1
 This Workshop was a joint OECD initiative, designed to bring together delegates from the Working Party on 

Biodiversity, Water and Ecosystems (WPBWE) and members of the Network on Environment and Development 
Co-operation (ENVIRONET), as well as other invited experts. Contacts: Katia Karousakis 
(Katia.Karousakis@oecd.org) and Jan Corfee-Morlot (Jan.Corfee-Morlot@oecd.org). 
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Key Messages from the Workshop 

Biodiversity underpins the ecosystem services that societies rely on, yet often biodiversity and 
development objectives are not aligned in development policies and planning.  There is an urgent 
need for two-way recognition or “reciprocal mainstreaming”, of biodiversity considerations  
integrated into national, regional, and sectoral development strategies, actions and plans and vice 
versa. Given the multi-dimensional and complex relationship between biodiversity and 
development, more and better data, evidence and tools are required to demonstrate how 
biodiversity conservation and sustainable use can support and enhance development goals. Spatial 
mapping, ecosystem accounting and valuation were highlighted as key tools that have contributed to 
effective biodiversity mainstreaming.  

Stakeholder engagement across public and private actors and local communities is essential to 
simultaneously address development and biodiversity priorities. The impacts of biodiversity 
conservation and sustainable use initiatives on development objectives need to be clearly assessed 
and considered by all stakeholders involved. Specifically, the right information needs to be 
communicated to the right people, at the right time, using the right language, in order to ensure 
stakeholders’ views are considered and taken on board in programme design.   

In developing country contexts, experts emphasised that one of the most important elements of  
successful mainstreaming is getting the process for decision-making right, so that the benefits of 
mainstreaming are visible and sustainable over time and to ensure that the benefits are fairly shared 
to improve the livelihoods of local people. Additionally, some of the benefits of mainstreaming only 
become apparent over long periods of sustained engagement. Support for and engagement in 
mainstreaming is needed over longer time frames, of at least 10-15 years, representing a challenge 
for development co-operation providers typically working with project cycles of 4-5 years. 
Prolonging the duration of support is therefore an element that development co-operation providers 
could consider to improve the mainstreaming of biodiversity and ecosystem services into 
development in partner countries.  

Development co-operation has an important role to play in supporting partner countries to design 
policies, integrate policies, and implement policies and laws. Participants signalled that many 
partner countries have good biodiversity policy and legal frameworks in place, but face 
implementation challenges due to lack of resources and capacity. They therefore emphasised that 
development co-operation providers could increase their support for the implementation and 
enforcement of policies and laws. 

Finally, participants underscored the need for robust monitoring and evaluation to be built into the 
programme planning and implementation cycle, to ensure that interventions can be adjusted over 
time based on performance to achieve the desired results. Relevant approaches include real-time 
evaluations and the use of control groups. Monitoring and evaluation, when combined with case 
studies and success stories from practitioners, help to identify good practices and lessons learned 
from mainstreaming activities. Once identified, these lessons need to be broadly disseminated 
throughout biodiversity and development communities to build the evidence base and knowledge 
on how to better manage mainstreaming initiatives for results.  

Much remains to be done to ensure that the full benefits that biodiversity and ecosystems can 
provide are adequately reflected and captured in development strategies, actions and plans 
(including, for example, more and better data to enable better informed decision-making processes). 
Simultaneously, enhanced implementation of a number of existing policy frameworks and tools 
(such as spatial planning and other economic instruments), will help to deliver mainstreaming results 
on the ground. 
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Opening Session 

The Chair of the morning sessions, John Carstensen, Department for International Development, 
United Kingdom (ENVIRONET Chair) provided welcoming remarks to the workshop participants. 
Katia Karousakis (OECD Environment Directorate) and Jan Corfee-Morlot (OECD Development Co-
operation Directorate) outlined the aim and objectives of the Workshop. They highlighted that it 
brought together, for the first time, OECD delegates from the biodiversity and development co-
operation communities, as well as other practitioners from the field, to discuss the Biodiversity and 
Development nexus, and that insights from the workshop would be used to inform the joint 
Environment and Development Co-operation Directorate two year work programme on this issue. 
Markus Lehmann (Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD)) then provided an 
overview of biodiversity and development in the context of the CBD. He noted that mainstreaming is 
enshrined into the text of the Convention and has an important role to play in achieving both 
poverty alleviation and sustainable development goals. Anna Drutschinin and Juan Casado-Asensio 
(OECD Development Co-operation Directorate) then provided an overview of recent OECD scoping 
work on biodiversity and development co-operation including a review of emerging points and areas 
of further work in this area. 

Vice Minister Patricia Madrigal Cordero, Ministry of Environment and Energy, Republic of Costa Rica, 
provided the keynote remarks. She highlighted the importance of integrating sustainable use into 
development plans, as biodiversity conservation alone will not be sufficient to secure the 
biodiversity and ecosystem services communities are reliant on. The Vice Minister also noted the 
need to address and promote the fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising from biodiversity, 
to respect local knowledge and innovation, and noted that a country’s first priority should be the 
fulfilment of basic human needs (i.e. education, health, land tenure, etc.) before biodiversity 
objectives can be prioritised.     

Session I: Mainstreaming biodiversity into development strategies, policies, plans and budgets 

Three questions guided the presentations and discussion: 

 How are countries mainstreaming biodiversity into development objectives? What has worked 
and what are the key challenges?  

 How are development co-operation providers mainstreaming biodiversity considerations into 
their own strategies, policies and practices? 

 How can development co-operation providers best support partner countries to mainstream 
biodiversity into their national development strategies, plans, policies and practices? 
 

Sofia Panchi (Ministry of Environment, Ecuador) presented on Mainstreaming Biodiversity into Public 
Policy Design in Ecuador, and shared how biodiversity is integrated into Ecuador’s national 
institutional architecture, including in its Constitution, in the National Plan for Well-Being, and in 
inter-sectorial and regional plans. Challenges to mainstreaming included ensuring the involvement 
of all sectors and relevant actors, mainstreaming biodiversity into the national budget as well as 
through local and regional plans, and lack of capacity and human resources.  

Antti Inkinen (Head of Development Cooperation, Embassy of Finland, Bangkok) presented on 
Supporting Biodiversity Mainstreaming in the Mekong Region – A Bilateral Development Partner 
Perspective. He noted the challenges of mainstreaming biodiversity into a fast-paced planning 
process due to the high demand for human and infrastructure development in the region. He 
stressed the need for political will at the highest level of government, for accountable and 
transparent political systems, and for long-term partnerships to build trust and predictability. It was 
also noted that the best results in development co-operation are often obtained after 15 years, so 
planning cycles should take this into account. 
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Laure Ledoux and Arnold Jacques-de-Dixmude (ENV and DEVCO, European Commission) presented 
on EU Perspectives on Lessons from Implementation, providing an overview of the EU’s approach to 
biodiversity mainstreaming from both a qualitative and a quantitative perspective. Biodiversity 
mainstreaming can be scaled up in the European Commissions’ Development and Co-operation 
Directorate General (EUROPEAID) by emphasising the links between biodiversity and other sectors 
and themes, and through internal lobbying, training, awareness raising, staff guidance and technical 
assistance. The EU Biodiversity for Life Flagship initiative aims to introduce a more coherent 
approach to EU development co-operation for biodiversity. 

Sonia Peña Moreno (International Union for the Conservation of Nature) subsequently kicked off the 
discussion by providing an overview of the session’s presentations. She highlighted key 
mainstreaming features brought forward in each presentation. For instance, in the case of Ecuador, 
it is notable that the mainstreaming efforts were enabled by the catalytic role of the State; in other 
words, the State (government) acted as the “champion” driving mainstreaming efforts in anchoring 
the national “well-being” policy and plans beyond the governmental sphere. In the case of Mekong 
region, it is important to highlight that a mainstreaming effort has more chances of being successful 
if it is a collective effort. Finding allies is thus key. Finally she highlighted the importance of finding a 
common ground and enabling mutual supportiveness among different sectors. This is evident in the 
case of the EU funding allocations to “affine sectors”.  

In discussion, participants raised the need for mainstreaming to be two-way or “reciprocal”; this is 
where biodiversity must support development objectives and vice versa, using both a top-down 
approach to provide the political and policy framework allowing and incentivising biodiversity 
mainstreaming, and a bottom-up approach to engender social and behavioural change. Participants 
also noted the need to capitalise upon multiple entry points for biodiversity mainstreaming, 
including the high-profile topics such as climate change (where there are many co-benefits with 
biodiversity) and topics that touch upon multiple concerns, such as wildlife trafficking (both a 
biodiversity and a security concern). Developing country experts highlighted the need for 
development co-operation to support partner countries to mainstream biodiversity into their 
national development plans, but also to help implement and regulate biodiversity-related policies 
and laws that are already in place. A suggestion raised the option of conducting a backcasting study 
over the past 25 years in the Greater Mekong Subregion to examine whether alternative 
development pathways entailing lower natural and social capital costs could have produced similar 
levels of rapid economic growth in the region. Discussion identified several tools, including valuation 
and natural capital accounting, as well as spatial mapping (see below), as important mainstreaming 
mechanisms. 

Session II: Approaches and partnerships to mainstream biodiversity at sector and local levels 

Arthur Eijs, Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment, Netherlands (WPBWE) Chaired the 
afternoon sessions of the workshop.  

Three questions guided the presentations and discussion:  

 How are countries implementing mainstreaming objectives at the local and sector levels, and 
what knowledge gaps may hinder these efforts?  

 How are synergies and trade-offs between biodiversity and development objectives identified, 
assessed and managed? 

 What types of partnerships or co-ordination mechanisms are already in place or would be 
needed to ensure effective mainstreaming and how should these mechanisms be identified, 
structured and maintained?  
 

 

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/eu-biodiversity-life-b4life-flagship-initiative-brochure_en
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Christina Van Winkle (OECD Environment Directorate) presented on Mainstreaming at the Sectoral 
Level: An Overview, which provided participants with insights on the need for mainstreaming at the 
sector level and what this means in practice. She highlighted some of the key ingredients for and 
barriers to effective mainstreaming, and tools and entry points for mainstreaming at sector level.  

Jeffrey Manuel (South Africa National Biodiversity Institute) presented on Challenges and 
Opportunities in South Africa. He noted key challenges for mainstreaming in South Africa, including 
the over-allocation of water resources, mining in sensitive environments, peri-urban sprawl, poverty, 
environmental risks and the lack of services. Although the importance of biodiversity is recognised at 
the national level in South Africa, strong environmental legislation fades when trade-offs at the local 
level are felt. Mainstreaming objectives need to focus both on the long-term ultimate aim, but also 
on quick wins. A few key ingredients to enable biodiversity mainstreaming include: good science 
(spatial biodiversity information drives credibility), clear links to development objectives, strong 
relationships with networks of trust among stakeholders, the identification of and flexibility to 
respond to windows of opportunity within the institutional landscape, the development of high-
quality in-sector tools and products, strengthened regulatory and planning processes at all levels, 
and working within sectors to ensure objectives remain embedded into the sectorial landscape after 
project ends.   

Kim Thi Thuy Ngoc (Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment Viet Nam) presented on 
Mainstreaming of Ecosystem Services into Decision Making at Ca Mau Province, Viet Nam. The 
presentation highlighted how the spatial mapping and modelling of mangroves and the valuation of 
ecosystem services (and the impact that they have on human well-being) has been fundamental in 
integrating ecosystem service considerations into plans, laws and investment policies at sub-national 
level.  

Prior to opening the floor to discussion, Tomonori Sudo (Japanese International Cooperation Agency, 
Japan) summarised the session and highlighted the need to ensure local governments are 
integrating biodiversity and the importance of partnerships at the local level, as local citizens and 
authorities have more knowledge on how to conserve biodiversity in their regions.  

The discussion that followed centred on mainstreaming as a process rather than as a project and the 

practical implications. Engaging the private sector, harmful subsidies, and the need to demonstrate 

the long term benefits of biodiversity-related interventions for development were recognised as key 

challenges to mainstreaming biodiversity at the local level. To be successful, local efforts to integrate 

biodiversity into sector planning and goals must also be supported by national policies and good 

government regulation. Finally, participants underscored the need to develop the evidence base to 

illustrate that biodiversity and ecosystem services are not a marginal issue that detracts from 

development but rather a set of assets that support development and growth.  
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Session III: Managing for results – examining the effectiveness of biodiversity and development 
mainstreaming initiatives in partner developing countries 

The following three key questions guided the presentations and discussion:  

 What models can we point to for identifying needs and managing for results in efforts to 
mainstream biodiversity into development?  

 What are the key measurement, monitoring and evaluation challenges, and how can these 
be overcome so that mainstreaming efforts can be assessed, improved and prioritised 
effectively over time?  

 What role can development co-operation providers play in supporting the monitoring and 
evaluation of biodiversity and development activities? 

Gabriela Blatter (Federal Office of the Environment, Switzerland) presented on Challenges, 
opportunities and insights from Switzerland. She noted that measuring impact is essential to 
generate more co-benefits for biodiversity per USD invested, to improve project and programme 
design and to be accountable to domestic stakeholders. However, key barriers are a lack of suitable 
indicators, a lack of a common understanding about what is meant by biodiversity, the difficulty and 
cost of baseline assessment, and the complexity of biodiversity (many elements have an impact 
upon its state that are difficult to disentangle). Switzerland stressed the importance of establishing 
strong monitoring, reporting and verification systems for biodiversity-related development co-
operation interventions that are manageable.  It is also important to see biodiversity not only as the 
key focus of activities but also as a co-benefit (e.g. of sustainable forest management). Increased 
knowledge sharing and capacity-building within agencies in provider countries, as well as improved 
co-ordination between ministries and with partner developing countries.  

Mark Zimsky (Global Environment Facility) followed with a presentation on Determinants of effective 
biodiversity mainstreaming: lessons from the GEF portfolio, which covered the criteria by which the 
GEF allocates biodiversity resources to countries and how the GEF manages for results through a 
portfolio monitoring system. Monitoring systems often are not sufficiently tailored to assess the 
validity of the theory of change associated with biodiversity mainstreaming projects. A tracking tool 
was developed, based primarily on spatial and policy-related indicators, to measure outcomes.   

Angella Rwabutomize (Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic Development, Uganda) presented 
on Efforts to manage for results in Uganda from the perspective of the Finance Ministry, which 
highlighted the need for information and data from environmental experts to demonstrate the need 
for increased investment in biodiversity. Biodiversity financing is in its inception stage in Uganda 
(through the support of the UNDP BIOFIN initiative) and there is a need to consider the trade-offs 
between development pathways and biodiversity conservation. Some of the challenges Uganda is 
facing include poverty, population growth, limited financing, a lack of data and political will, weak 
institutional collaboration, and weighing the trade-offs between physical versus natural resource 
infrastructure. Some opportunities that may enable mainstreaming initiatives include the value 
added to biodiversity products improved market access for these products, employment 
opportunities, and funding from REDD+ initiatives.  

Ida Hellmark (NORAD, Norway) spoke on Efforts to manage for results in Norway, experiences from 
an evaluator’s perspective. NORAD recently commissioned a study to understand why NORAD had 
been found to lack results frameworks and be weak on reporting on results. The report identified 
the reasons to be a lack of prioritisation of monitoring and evaluation by leaders, a lack of incentives 
and resources to perform rigorous monitoring and evaluation, competing priorities and pressure to 
spend quickly (thus not allowing time to develop a comprehensive results framework). NORAD 
conducts real-time evaluations, which monitor projects while they are on-going to allow for adaptive 
management. A key element for managing results was noted that monitoring and evaluation need to 
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be prioritised along with mainstreaming priorities to develop and validate a theory of change, and 
ensure that mainstreaming becomes a programme objective.   

Prior to opening the floor for discussion, Rosa Lemos de Sá (Brazilian Biodiversity Fund (FUNBIO)) 
was invited to summarise the session and provide a biodiversity fund perspective on the challenges 
to mainstreaming and managing for results. Measuring development outcomes is complex in nature, 
and more so for biodiversity and ecosystem processes – it is difficult to formulate simple but 
meaningful indicators. Long timeframes are essential not just for project implementation but also for 
monitoring and evaluation. Development co-operation providers can help fund monitoring 
programmes and could perhaps identify a standard methodology for measuring conservation results.  

The discussion centred on the need for more robust monitoring, reporting and verification 
frameworks, and process indicators that could measure and validate the theory of change in 
mainstreaming initiatives, and for the financial and political support to enable this to happen. 
Although monitoring and evaluation costs money, it is a good investment as it allows current 
interventions to be tailored to become more effective over time (and prevents it from making 
communities worse off), and can inform the better design of future interventions. Countries with 
robust data, including spatial information and socio-economic data, are better placed to measure 
mainstreaming and identify counterfactuals.  

Closing Session 

The Chair invited four panellists: Sanath Ranawana (Asian Development Bank, Thailand Resident 
Mission), Brian Keane (Adviser for Indigenous Peoples Issues, USAID, USA), Luc Janssens de 
Bisthoven (Royal Belgian Institute of Natural Sciences, Belgium) and Steve Bass (International 
Institute for Environment and Development) to provide consolidated comments highlighting the two 
to three priority areas identified in the Workshop where further work is needed.   

Sanath Ranawana identified four themes of challenges and gaps in biodiversity mainstreaming: 
substantive, procedural, financial, and communication. First, substantive challenges persist in 
understanding the value of biodiversity and the temporal issues of paying the costs now but reaping 
the benefits later. Valuation can help but doing this at the scale that is relevant to the decision-
making process is a challenge. These values can then be mapped at a landscape level and then used 
as tools in i.e. strategic environmental assessments and spatial multi-criteria analysis.  Second, 
mainstreaming is a process that needs to focus on collaborative land-use planning among the 
various ministries. Third, financing needs to expand beyond traditional public channels into private 
financing for biodiversity mainstreaming. And finally, the language of biodiversity needs to resonate 
with all relevant stakeholders.   

Brian Keane followed by providing an indigenous people’s lens into mainstreaming, stating that 
cultural diversity and biodiversity are inextricably linked and that indigenous people who have 
secure control over their land are using biodiversity resources sustainably. The need for more robust 
well-being indicators beyond the USD/day and GDP metrics are needed to measure how worse or 
better off people may be from development initiatives.   

Luc Janssens de Bisthoven highlighted the need for reciprocal mainstreaming, participative 
approaches and improving the communication around mainstreaming. The need to consider elite 
capture and donor fatigue was also stressed, and Mr. Janssens de Bisthoven suggested that 
conditional aid could play a role to support biodiversity mainstreaming. 

Finally, Steve Bass concluded the panel by discussing the institutional priorities, knowledge 
priorities, and the role of development co-operation in promoting the mainstreaming agenda. 
Institutional and knowledge priorities should be to talk of biodiversity as a development asset rather 
than a trade-off with development goals. Science is a prerequisite to effective mainstreaming, and 
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more data, especially spatial, is needed to support mainstreaming objectives. Development co-
operation providers need to support the notion of reciprocal mainstreaming and feedback loops, for 
example, where information from monitoring and evaluation processes are fed back into 
programme implementation to improve performance and enhance results over time.  

 

 


