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Costs of inaction

• Loss of biodiversity or ecosystem services can have 
adverse impacts on, inter alia:
– Food security

– Vulnerability to natural disasters

– Access to clean water and raw materials

– Natural resource based sectors (agric, forestry, fisheries, tourism)

– Essential life support services

• Optimal biodiversity conservation effort: 

marginal economic benefits from conservation = 
marginal costs of conservation

• Consequences of policy inaction are severe – to the 

economy, human health & wellbeing, and the environment.



Biodiversity Financing Needs

Impossible to assess but estimates suggest…

• Cost of protecting 70% of global biodiversity = 
USD 19 billion above current expenditure 
(i.e. for acquiring 2% of earth’s terrestrial surface) (Bruner, 

Rice, da Fonseca, 2001)

• For 10-15% of surface = USD 360-550 billion 
(Simpson 2004)

• USD 25 billion (i.e. for reserves in tropical wilderness 

areas and hotspots) (Pimm et al. 2001)

• USD 300 billion p.a. (James et al. 2001) 



Biodiversity Financial Flows
Both private and public sector financing. 

Public = nationally allocated + international aid.

Bilateral Aid

• Since 1998, the OECD DAC has monitored aid targeting the 
objectives of the Rio Conventions through its Creditor Reporting 
System (CRS) and the so-called Rio markers. 

• Biodiversity-related aid is defined as activities that promote at 
least one of the three objectives of the UN Convention on Biological 
Diversity (CBD): 

– the conservation of biodiversity, 

– sustainable use of its components (ecosystems, species or genetic 
resources), or 

– fair and equitable sharing of the benefits of the utilisation of 
genetic resources. 



Trends in DAC members’ aid targeting the objectives 

of the Rio Conventions 
1998-2007, two-year averages, commitments, constant 2007 prices 

In 2007, DAC members allocated approximately USD 3.5 billion for 
biodiversity-related aid

Source: OECD DAC, 2009



Biodiversity-related aid 

by selected DAC members

2005 2006 2007 Annual average 2005-07

USD million USD 
million

% of total 
bilateral 
aid

Total # of 
marked
activities

Japan 1055 1154 1778 1329 9.5 804

EC 414 499 299 404 3.0 1023

Germany 319 308 115 248 2.4 847

Netherlands 370 313 58 247 3.7 518

Denmark 182 155 103 147 9.1 126

France 75 146 166 129 1.3 240

2005-07, commitments, USD million, constant 2007 prices

Source: OECD DAC 2009



Aid targeting UNCBD objectives

2. Biodiversity-related aid by sector

2005-07, commitments, USD million, 

constant 2007 prices 

1. Biodiversity-related aid by sector

1998-2007, commitments, USD million, 

constant 2007 prices 

Source: OECD DAC 2009



Biodiversity Financial Flows

Other government [national/ bilateral/ multilateral] 
sources of biodiversity finance:

• Debt-for-nature swaps = USD 140 million p.a.

• GEF = USD 147 million p.a.  (1991-2006 average)

• Protected area costs = USD 6 billion p.a.

• World Bank = USD 1.7 billion in direct investment on 
biodiversity conservation projects between 1998-1997 (World 
Bank 1998)

• Globally, (including bilateral aid) an estimated USD 8-10 billion 
are invested annually in biodiversity conservation (James et al. 
2001; Simpson 2004, Pearce 2007)



Biodiversity & the crisis
Biodiversity-related measures in stimulus packages: 

• Direct investments in environment-related infrastructure 
(e.g. flood prevention, coastal protection, afforestation, rehabilitating 
degraded lands, water protection, national parks, etc.)

• Greater use of environmental impact assessments (EIAs & SEAs).

• Increasing green tax reform and use of market-based instruments for 
environmental policy measures.

Is there a risk of reduced funding in short-medium term?

• ODA – not necessarily, DAC countries are committed to delivering.

• National public– yes, given competing demands & limited funds.

• Private – yes, if voluntary financing.



OECD Declaration on 

Green Growth
Adopted 25 June 2009, by Ministers of Finance, Economy and Foreign 

Affairs from 30 OECD countries, EC, Chile, Estonia, Israel & Slovenia.

 “ The crisis should not be used as an excuse to postpone crucial decisions for the future of 
our planet.”

 “Encourage green investment and sustainable management of natural resources.”

 “Approaches to recognise the value of biodiversity should be encouraged through 
appropriate instruments and consistent with relevant international obligations.”

 “Encourage domestic policy reform, with the aim of avoiding or removing 
environmentally harmful policies… such as subsidies…that promote the unsustainable use 
of other scare natural resources.”

 “We recognise that special efforts need to be made at the international level for co-
operation on… fostering market mechanisms, and augmenting, streamlining and 
accelerating financing and other support to developing countries in their fight against 
climate change and loss of biodiversity, and support in their water management.



Conclusions

• Costs of/ investment needs for conserving & sustainably 
using biodiversity are still poorly understood. 

• There is a large biodiversity financing gap.

• New and additional investments and financial flows are 
needed – including policies to encourage private sector 
investment.

• More cost-effective use of existing resources! 
Only 2-32% of existing spending patterns by conservation agencies 
can be explained by the guidelines for prioritising biodiversity 
conservation (Halpern et al. 2006).


