United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification

Evaluation of the Performance Review and Assessment of
Implementation System

The purpose of this evaluation is to assess the UNCCD Performance Review and Assessment of
Implementation System - PRAIS - against the criteria of effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, and
sustainability. This assessment is used to consider the extent to which PRAIS is suitable for future reporting
requirements as decided by the UNCCD COP 12 in October 2015, and to present related recommendations.

1

This evaluation assesses PRAIS against the criteria of effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, and sustainability.

Findings are

verified/validated through triangulation, in which similar conclusions are derived from various sources thus demonstrating
consistency and accuracy of the findings. Together, this provides a basis for recommendations concerning the use of PRAIS for
future reporting.
This evaluation report is based on an inception report submitted to the UNCCD secretariat in January 2016, which outlined the
analysis of the PRAIS, a broad related logic model as the basis of the evaluation, the approach and methodology, evaluation
questions and related means of verification, and the work plan and schedule. Over the course of the evaluation, evidence was
gathered to substantiate findings through various primary and secondary sources of information. Primary information is based on
interviews with various UNCCD staff and other representatives involved in the development of PRAIS and reporting in general, and
representatives of other Multilateral Environmental Agreements. Sources of secondary information include, among others, official
and published documentation of the Convention, various documentation and reviews related to PRAIS, and relevant information
within the United Nations System. Administrator rights for the online PRAIS and PRAIS2 portals were granted to the evaluator to
allow for a review of existing technical capabilities, together with IT assessments conducted previously. A summary of the results,
main findings, conclusions and recommendations were presented to UNCCD staff in February 2016, and a first draft submitted in
March; the resulting substantive corrections were incorporated in the final report.

This evaluation has been commissioned by the UNCCD Evaluation Office and authored by Rachel Schutte in January-May
2016. The views expressed are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect those of the UNCCD secretariat or the
Global Mechanism
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I.

Introduction
National reporting on measures taken to implement the Convention is the key obligation of country
Parties as signatories to the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD).1
These reports clarify trends and identify needs for future action in addressing desertification/land
degradation and drought (DLDD), encourage engagement and participation at national level and
beyond, and showcase Parties’ efforts. They are communicated to the Conference of the Parties
(COP) through the Convention secretariat – one of the core duties of the secretariat is to facilitate
national reporting.2 The review of the reports and recommendations made on this basis is the main
responsibility of the COP as the supreme body of the Convention.3 National reporting is thus required
to guide COP decision-making and to build accountability and follow-through. If it succeeds in
generating a comprehensive assessment on global trends in DLDD and progress made in the
implementation of the Convention, reporting can establish the UNCCD as a global authority on DLDD
issues.
The Performance Review and Assessment of Implementation System (PRAIS) was introduced to the
UNCCD Parties at COP 9 in Buenos Aires in 2009 as an online portal and tool for indicator-based
reporting. COP 9 decided to include PRAIS in the revised Terms of Reference (ToR) for the Committee
for the Review of the Implementation of the Convention (CRIC)4 and the ToR for the mid-term
evaluation of the 10-year strategic plan and framework to enhance the implementation of the
Convention (2008–2018) (The Strategy).5 The first PRAIS online portal accommodated the 2010 and
2012 reporting cycles (http://www.unccd-prais.com/), while a revised second portal (PRAIS2)
accommodated the 2014 reporting (http://prais2.unccd-prais.com/).6

PRAIS resources and main deliverables
The PRAIS was initiated under the ‘UNCCD PRAIS project (2010–2011)’ and extended as part of the
‘Global Support Programme’ (GSP, 2014–2016) with funding from the Global Environmental Facility
(GEF) and co-funding from the UNCCD secretariat through voluntary contributions. These two
projects aimed to “enable paradigm shift on monitoring and assessment within the UNCCD”7 and
“increase the quantity and improve the quality of information for the review of implementation of
the UNCCD through strengthening country Parties’ capacities”8, respectively. The UNCCD secretariat
led in developing and maintaining PRAIS, whereas the project Executing Agency was initially the
UNEP World Conservation Monitoring Centre (UNEP-WCMC) and later the UNCCD Global Mechanism
(GM) during the GSP.9
The PRAIS has been used for three rounds of reporting (2010, 2012 and 2014) and its main
deliverables include the following:


Web-based portal (website and on-line facilities) launched in 2010 and relaunched in
2014;
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Reporting tools: glossary, reporting templates for various reporting entities10 and
guidelines/manuals;



Tool for receiving and storing information on sustainable land management (SLM) best
practices, which was later on assigned to WOCAT;



Technical support and capacity-building for national focal points and reporting officers,
including regional training workshops, regional assistance through 14 sub-regional and
regional reference centres and/or regional consultants, a training manual and glossary
on reporting, an online helpdesk, E-learning courses and a quality check of the
submitted reports.

Figure 1:

PRAIS Budget Overview (2010-2016)
In total, USD 15.3 million were dedicated to activities related to the reporting and review process
since the initiation of PRAIS in 2010 (USD 12.5 million in addition to an estimated USD 2.8 million in inkind resources).
The initial UNCCD PRAIS project (2010–2011) had a total estimated budget of USD 8 million, of which
USD 80,000 was dedicated to the PRAIS online portal. No GEF funding was provided during the 2012
reporting and review process; however, it was estimated that almost USD 2.8 million and nearly 19
person years were dedicated to the entire 2010–2012 reporting cycle by Convention institutions and
support staff, although nearly 60% of this was made available in 2010.11 The 2014–2016 GSP
programme total budget was USD 4.5 million, of which USD 285,000 was dedicated to the
improvement of the online portal, including simplifying PRAIS and its data quality framework.12 Most
of the remaining PRAIS budget was for the development and use of reporting templates (capacitybuilding and technical support) as well as report-related compilation and analysis.
The purpose of this evaluation is to consider the extent to which PRAIS - which refers to the initial
PRAIS (2010) and the second PRAIS2 (2014) online portals and reporting templates - is suitable for
future reporting requirements as decided by the UNCCD COP 12 in October 2015. It also assesses
PRAIS/PRAIS2 against the criteria of effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, and sustainability – as further
discussed in the following section.13

II.

PRAIS objectives and the evaluation criteria
PRAIS was created in 2010 as a reporting tool for periodic monitoring, review and assessment of
UNCCD implementation. PRAIS’ effectiveness is related to its objectives as an indicator-based
reporting tool; its efficiency in improving the quantity and quality of information; its relevance to
influencing decision-making under the UNCCD; and its sustainability in terms of its ability to meet
COP requirements for future reporting cycles.
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The initial objective of PRAIS was to “enable a paradigm shift on monitoring and assessment within
the UNCCD” by standardising reporting through the use of quantitative indicators (effectiveness). This
was to “increase the quantity and improve the quality of information for the review of
implementation of the UNCCD” thus “establishing a scientifically rigorous and credible assessment of
the performance of the implementation of the UNCCD at the national, subregional, regional and
global levels (efficiency).14
The relevance of PRAIS in “strengthening the reporting and review process for implementation of the
Convention and its 10-Year Strategic Plan and Framework (The Strategy)” is related to PRAIS’ ability to
enable the CRIC to effectively review implementation of the Convention, and make targeted
recommendations, to be decided upon by the COP – thus resulting in COP decisions (relevance).
PRAIS’ sustainability relates to its ability to fulfil the technical and substantive requirements
established in current and outstanding COP decisions: reporting on progress indicators; the targets of
Land Degradation Neutrality; and forward-looking, enhancing synergies between the three Rio
Conventions in terms of harmonised reporting processes (sustainability, outlook).15

Figure 1: Basic Logical Framework of PRAIS

Activities
Inputs
(Resources)

/ Deliverable
Output

 Secretariat/GM:
responsible for
coordinating
national reporting
 Parties: data and
information
 CRIC: review/
assessment
 Partners including
UNEP-GEF, UNEPWCMC and others
provide voluntary
funding, in-kind
contributions and
support process

/ Purpose
Outcome

/ Goal / Objectives

(Progress/impact
 PRAIS Portal/
 COP decisions (based on CRIC
indicators)
website with
recommendations), resulting
related reporting  Reliable, credible
in corrective or supportive
templates (in
data and evidence
targeted actions, responses,
addition to
on progress in
measures to combat DLDD
supporting/
combatting DLDD
capacity-building
and related
tools and KM
challenges;
system)
 Recommendations/
 National reports
draft decisions
 CRIC reports
(Performance
 Operational targets met
indicators)
(reviewing
related to advocacy,
implementation  Reliable information
awareness-raising and
and results)
on how intuitional /
education; policy framework;
organisational
science and technology;
performance has led
capacity-building; and
to progress;
resources - leading to
progress in combatting DLDD
 Recommendations/
[strengthened (monitoring/
draft decisions
assessment) capacity]
 [Harmonised reporting,
enhanced Rio synergies]
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Results / Impact
(long-term)

Strategic objectives
met to improve
livelihoods of
populations and
biodiversity/
ecosystems in affected
areas, global benefits
and resource
mobilisation through
partnerships

III. Scope of the evaluation
The current evaluation covers - in technical terms - the web-based portals or on-line facilities (PRAIS
launched in 2010 and PRAIS2 in 2014), and - in substantive terms - the reporting templates the PRAIS
portals were created to support. Technical analysis of the online portals, PRAIS and PRAIS2, is related
to their future sustainability in fulfilling outstanding and more recent requirements as outlined in COP
decisions. Before the technical analysis, it is necessary to consider the reporting templates and the
substantive information PRAIS was designed to capture in terms of their effectiveness, efficacy and
relevance.
Reporting templates were made available for two types of UNCCD Parties - ‘affected country Parties’
(ACPs) and ‘developed country Parties’ (DCPs). In addition, reporting templates were created for the
defined reporting entities, including regional and subregional action programmes (RAP and SRAP),
United Nations Organisations and other Intergovernmental Organisations (UN/IGO), the Global
Environment Facility, and - only for the fourth reporting cycle in 2010–2012 - the UNCCD
secretariat/GM. All reporting templates were based on the same sets of indicators, resulting in a
standard list of questions; however, the different types of reporting entities were requested to
respond to only selected questions from that list. The sets of indicators for which the reporting
templates were created are the focus of this evaluation in terms of substance, as presented in the
next section.
Only a few non-Parties submitted reports: during the most recent reporting cycle in 2014, reports
were submitted by the GEF, UNDP, UNEP and three SRAPs16, in addition to reports from most UNCCD
country Parties and the Convention bodies and institutions.

IV. Analysis of PRAIS: Findings
1.

Effectiveness of PRAIS in standardising national reporting
The idea of national reporting based on common indicators was introduced to UNCCD Parties during
the first COP in 1998; however, first national reports were mostly qualitative descriptions of activities
and progress at the national level. They provided insights into individual responses to DLDD but made
comparisons between years and across countries difficult.17 Although the national reports remained
narrative, with the creation of the CRIC by COP 5 in 2001, their content changed to reflect selected
key thematic topics for CRIC review.18 Reporting changed again with the introduction of The Strategy
in 2008.

PRAIS and the introduction of indicator-based reporting
The driving force behind the creation of PRAIS was the adoption of The Strategy, followed by a
revised ToR and mandate for the CRIC - which significantly changed the quality of national reports
and allowed for the introduction of indicator-based reporting. With The Strategy, two sets of
objectives were introduced for implementing the Convention: strategic and operational. These
objectives were each linked to their own set of quantifiable ‘indicators’ upon which country Parties
6

were to report using PRAIS: a) ‘performance indicators’ for monitoring the operational objectives (OO
1-4) ; and b) ‘impact/progress indicators’ for measuring the first three strategic objectives (SO 1-3).
Finance indicators and information on financial flows were linked to the fourth strategic objective (SO
4) and the fifth operational objective (OO 5). Information of best practices was also requested from
Parties as part of the reporting, but Parties were later released from this obligation.19
The development of indicators for different objectives was divided between the CRIC and the
Committee for Science and Technology (CST). CST oversaw the formulation and testing of the
progress indicators (formerly impact indicators) for strategic objectives 1-3, while CRIC considered the
performance indicators for the operational objectives and strategic objective 4 on resource
mobilisation and held the overall responsibility for the reporting system. An overview of the three
types of indicators for PRAIS is delineated in the figure below.

Figure 2:Indicator-based reporting through PRAIS/PRAIS2
b) Strategic Objectives (SO): led by CST (supported by a) Operational Objectives (OO): led by CRIC
the secretariat)
(supported by the secretariat)
1. Improved living conditions of affected populations 1. Advocacy, awareness-raising and education
2. Improved condition of affected ecosystems
2. Policy framework
3. Global benefits through Implementation
3. Science, technology and knowledge
20
 Progress (impact) Indicators (SO 1-3) :
4. Capacity building
Required: i) trends in land cover; ii) trends in land  Performance Indicators (OO 1-4) 21:
productivity or functioning of the land; iii) trends in 11 for ACPs; 8 for DCPs (2016), and 38 sub-questions such
carbon stocks above and below ground.
as: % population informed about DLDD; role of CSOs/ STIs;
Voluntary: iv) population below poverty line and/or adoption of NAPs/IIFs; joint Implementation of Rio
income inequality; v) access to safe drinking water; vi) Conventions, monitoring/KM on DLDD; DLDD-specific
abundance/distribution of species.
capacity-building based on NCSAs.
4. Resource mobilization and partnership building
5. Financing and technology transfer
c)  Financial Indicators (SO 4/OO 5)22: led by CRIC
(supported by the GM)
Based on the Unified Financial Annex (formerly Financial Annex and Programme and Project Sheet): trends in public
sector finance and enabling investments, in addition to process-related issues: resources for UNCCD reporting
obligations; technical and scientific knowledge for reporting; coordination and participation for reporting, etc.

PRAIS’ most important technical components are the reporting templates, which were the key tools
to operationalise the concept of standardized quantitative, indicator-based reporting. They allowed
PRAIS to become an effective and important first step toward the “paradigm shift on monitoring and
assessment within the UNCCD”.
PRAIS integrated the above indicators into the reporting templates. However, it focused primarily on
the development of templates to report on the operational objectives through performance
indicators and was less effective in integrating strategic objectives/progress indicators or financial
indicators, as was evident in the reports and their analysis by the CRIC. This was largely due to the
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following factors. Firstly, targets in reaching the objectives of The Strategy were only established for
the operational objectives, and not for the strategic objectives, which encouraged more rigorous use
of performance indicators. Compared to the operational objectives, strategic objectives 1-3 are
significantly broader and allow for more interpretation in defining “progress” and the kind of data
needed. Consequently, defining the progress indicators and finding a common approach to data
collection has been a long process. Secondly, reporting entities: all Parties and other stakeholders had
a role in reporting against the operational objectives using performance indicators, whereas strategic
objectives 1-3/progress indicators were only relevant to affected country Parties; financial indicators
were also to be reported on by all Parties, but were most complete for developed country Parties.
Thirdly, external funding and support was primarily provided to Parties during the first leg of each
reporting cycle, in 2010 and 2014, which focused on performance and the operational objectives;
funding was not provided in time for reporting against progress/strategic objectives in 2012.

Evolving context for UNCCD reporting and related indicators
COP 12 agreed on a revised indicator framework for future reporting against strategic indicators 1-3.
It also made other decisions that directly influence the UNCCD reporting system and the tools under
PRAIS. It established an Intergovernmental Working Group on the future strategic framework of the
Convention (IWG-FSF) to assess the effectiveness of the implementation of The Strategy and the
relevance of progress indicators, to consider possible options for the future strategic approach and
direction for the Convention, and to propose elements that should be included therein for adoption
by the COP.23 It also invited Parties to include voluntary national Land Degradation Neutrality (LDN)
targets in their national reports, based on the UNCCD monitoring and evaluation approach adopted
in decision 22/COP.11. This includes the progress indicators and, as needed, additional indicators to
monitor, evaluate and communicate progress towards achieving the LDN target. This matter was also
linked to the mobilisation of resources for the next reporting exercise.24
COP 12 recognized that incorporating into UNCCD reporting ongoing developments - related to the
progress indicators and methodological guidelines, capacity-building and financing, formulation and
reporting on national voluntary LDN targets - will take time. It thus decided to schedule the CRIC’s
review of this reporting and target-setting exercise for the intersessional session after January 2018,
while making the 2016 reporting exercise optional in light of the need to finalize the methodological
approach. These “methodological issues” - notably the LDN target-setting, initial findings from the
IWG-FSF, reporting procedures and modalities including proposals of guidelines and reporting tools
for progress and performance indicators, procedures for communication of information as well as the
quality and formats of reports, and accessibility of information on best practices, among other
matters - are being reviewed by the 2016 intersessional CRIC.
While the exact consequences of the above developments on UNCCD reporting are yet to be defined,
changes and modifications to the current setting seem inevitable. In fact, throughout its existence,
PRAIS has been a subject to changes to both the content to be reported on, and the technical
features of its delivery. After each PRAIS reporting cycle in 2010, 2012 and 2014, Parties have
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requested the refinement of specific indicators as well as improvements to some technical features.
In 2013, the mid-term evaluation of The Strategy called for various changes to the PRAIS and better
linking of the operational objectives (performance indicators) to the strategic objectives (progress
indicators).
In the light of past experiences and future requirements, the UNCCD reporting system needs to
remain flexible and dynamic; with the ability to accommodate regular changes to both substantive
contents and technical tools. The secretariat should be in a position to take the needed action in a
timely manner and without significant additional resources.

KEY POINTS:

The use of standardised reporting templates through PRAIS helped the UNCCD to
operationalise the concept of quantifiable, indicator-based reporting.

As the UNCCD strives to meet different objectives - strategic, operational, and financial this has been reflected in the various sets of indicators used for reporting - progress,
performance and financial. For various reasons, PRAIS has focused on the performance
indicators.

UNCCD reporting is constantly evolving through indicator refinement and technical
improvements in response to developments within the Convention process. The UNCCD
reporting system needs to be flexible and dynamic, with the ability to accommodate
changes on an ongoing basis, without major investments.

2.

Efficiency of PRAIS in increasing quantity and improving quality of national reports
Quantity of national reports submitted through PRAIS
During the first, second and third reporting cycles from 1999–2006, 81 to 91% of affected country
Parties (ACPs) and 65 to 77% of developed country Parties (DCPs) submitted reports. With the
introduction of PRAIS in 2010 for the fourth reporting cycle - which focused on reporting against
performance indicators - the number of reports submitted initially remained stable for ACPs, but
dropped significantly for DCPs. The second time PRAIS was used, in 2012, ACP reporting rates also
dropped (DCP reporting remained stable compared to 2010); 2012 was also the first time that ACPs
were requested to report on both progress (impact indicators) and performance but without external
funding provided. CRIC initially concluded that “the introduction of indicator-based reporting caused
a drastic decrease in the reports”.25 However, with the launch of PRAIS2 in 2014, the number of
reports submitted by ACPs increased to record numbers, whereas DCP reports more than doubled,
bringing both back to their post-PRAIS submission rates.26
The following figure shows reporting rates for all national reports submitted by ACPs and DCPs as a
percentage (%) of the total number of reporting entities (according to CRIC reports, which were not
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able to consider reports submitted after established deadlines). This figure is followed by a table with
the number of reports actually submitted - according to the CRIC and PRAIS/PRAIS2 portals (which
includes all reports submitted and currently available in PRAIS/PRAIS2, regardless of when they were
received), compared to the total number of reporting entities, for each reporting entity and for all
reporting cycles. The 2012 reporting cycle is highlighted, as it was the first time ACPs were requested
to report on progress indicators, and without additional external funding or support.

Figure 3:UNCCD reporting rates (number submitted as a percentage of reporting entities)
Affected Country Parties (ACP)

Developed Country Parties (DCP)

91
82

81

80

77

Introduction of Progress
(Impact) Indicators;
less funding/support

94
69

65

65

49
30

29
r

1999

2002

2004-2006

2010

2012

2014

Figure 4:UNCCD reporting numbers and rates for all reporting entities (according to CRIC,
and reports currently available in PRAIS, for all reporting cycles)
Nr. Reports Actually
Submitted /Total Nr.
of Reporting Entities
Affected
Country
Parties
Developed
Country
Parties

1999
(1st
reporting
cycle)

2002
(2nd cycle)

2004-2006
(3rd cycle)

2010
(4th cycle,
first leg)

2012
(4th cycle,
second leg)

2014
(5th cycle,
first leg)

Reported
by CRIC

42/52 = 81%

48/52 = 91%

137/166 = 82%

135/168 = 80%

80/168 = 49%

159/168 = 94%

Available
in PRAIS
Reported
by CRIC
Available
in PRAIS

123/167= 74%

141/167 = 84% 141/167 = 84%

112/167 = 67%

81/167= 49%

159/171 = 93%

17/26= 65%

17/26= 65%

20/26 = 77%

10/45 = 29%

13/45 = 30%

31/45 = 69%

19/30 = 63%

22/30 = 73%

22/30 = 73%

14/45 = 31%

13/45 = 29%

31/45 = 69%

9 / 12 = 75%

1 / 12 = 8%

10 / 12 = 83%

0 / 44 = 0%

0 / 44 = 0%

1 / 44 = 0%

8 / 12 = 66%

0 / 12 = 0%

11 / 12 = 92%

0 / 53 = 0%

0 / 53 = 0%

1 / 53 = 0%

2 / 2 = 100%

0 / 2 = 0%

0 / 2 = 0%

21 / 2 = 100%

0 0 / 2 = 0%

0 / 2 = 0%

United Nations
Organisations
Intergovernmental
Organisations
Civil Society
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Organisations
Regional Action
Programmes
Sub-Regional Action
Programmes

0

0

0

1 / 3 = 33%

0 / 3 = 0%

0 / 3 = 0%

4 / 6 = 67%

5 / 6 = 83%

5 / 6 = 83%

5 / 14 = 21%

3 / 13 = 23%

3 / 14 = 21%

Content of reports submitted through PRAIS
Prior to the creation of PRAIS, the content of national reports changed with the establishment of the
CRIC in 2001 to reflect key thematic topics for ACPs and DCPs, which mixed both progress and
performance-related information, primarily on the national/sub-national level. Following the third
reporting cycle in 2006, the UNCCD secretariat prepared a synthesis and preliminary analysis of the
national reports submitted, setting out trends emerging in the implementation of the Convention.27
The following CRIC review concluded that “generally reports are still more descriptive than analytical,
lacking in comparable quantitative data and could be more helpful in providing information on
progress or results. Simplification and capturing results achieved should be a feature of revised
reporting guidelines”.28
With the introduction of PRAIS in 2010, an emphasis was placed on “establishing a scientifically
rigorous and credible assessment of the performance of the implementation of the UNCCD at the
national, sub-regional, regional and global levels”.29 PRAIS’ initial focus was thus on ‘piloting the
reporting of the performance indicators’ to track the operational objectives of The Strategy. The first
round of reporting using the standardized, quantitatively-oriented PRAIS templates resulted in 135
ACP national reports, including 280 best practices being uploaded onto the PRAIS portal, with a high
level of average completeness for each individual report (90%). However, in terms of substance, this
reporting focused on procedural, institutional or organisational aspects and did not generate
information on measures or trends concerning desertification, land degradation and drought ‘on the
ground’.
The drastic decrease in 2012 submission of national reports by ACPs (with less than half reporting)
has been associated with the limited availability of support measures and the difficulties in reporting
against the impact (progress) indicators. Of those ACPs that did report, almost all (90%) responded on
the two required progress/impact indicators but nearly half of them did not use the recommended
methodology.30 Consequently, global data coverage for the impact indicators varied from 7-36%,
depending on the specific question, which was not sufficient to obtain statistically representative
results for trend analysis or for setting a baseline.
Aware that the 2012–2013 reporting and review process was the first reporting cycle under the
Convention since the adoption of The Strategy in which ACPs were requested to provide information
on impact indicators, COP 11 recognized the limited coverage and comparability of reported national
data and called for future development of the reporting tools and support to the use of related
methodologies. It noted the need to improve the quantity and the quality of information provided to
11

the CRIC in order to make the review process more effective, and to harmonize data and
methodologies for supporting the establishment of baselines.31

Figure 5:PRAIS reporting templates for affected country Parties for 2010-2014
Indicators
Questions
Performance
(OO 1-5)
Financial
(SO 4)

Progress/ Impact
(SO 1-3)
Other /
Additional

Total (Questions,
Length)

2012 (PRAIS)

2014 (PRAIS2)

~ 110 questions (for 18
performance indicators)

~ 137 questions (for 14
performance indicators)

~ 37 questions (Standard
Financial Annex – SFA - and
Programme and Project
Sheet - PPS)
Not Applicable / None

~ 43 questions (SO4
finance and partnerships;
SFA, PPS)

54 questions (for 11
performance
indicators)
14 Unified Financial
Annex (UFA)

/ 2010 (PRAIS)

~ 96 questions (on the
reporting process; E-Smart
criteria; NAP
implementation; countryspecific issues; and best
practices)
~ 243 total questions;
178 total pages (including 10
SFA, 10 PPS, and 5 best
practice forms)

~ 114 questions (for 7
impact/progress
indicators)
~ 95 questions

Not Applicable / None

~ 389 total questions;
86 total pages for
guidelines (template only
available through PRAIS
portal)

~ 82 total questions;
17 total pages

14 questions

A major revision of the PRAIS/PRAIS2 was carried out for the 2014 reporting, which simplified the
reporting templates and format in response to COP requests.32 This was rewarded by the number of
national reports submitted, which increased to record levels, together with their high level of
completeness.33 Following 2014 reporting, COP 12 introduced further adjustments as well as new
elements to the UNCCD reporting, as mentioned in section IV.1 above.
Judging from the major increase in reports received in 2014, the modifications made to the PRAIS
were successful. However, the changes to the reporting templates affected the consistency of the
reported information over time and across reporting entities. For some indicators, comparison of
achievements between countries/regions to perceive trends was difficult. Thus, while PRAIS2
increased the quantity of reports submitted, its contribution to improving their quality in terms of
objective, quantifiable and comparable data was less evident.
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KEY POINTS:







3.

Although the number of reports submitted through PRAIS varied greatly from one reporting
round to the next, 2014 reporting saw a major increase, with 94% of affected countries
submitting their national report which was a new record for the UNCCD.
The PRAIS templates were significantly simplified for 2014 reporting on performance, yet
they did not include the progress/impact indicators.
PRAIS enabled the use of standardized, quantitative templates for reporting on performance
indicators. However, changes to the templates after each round of reporting affected the
consistency and comparability of information on some indicators.
Reporting focused on the performance indicators emphasized information on procedural,
institutional or organisational aspects. The only reporting on impact indicators in 2012
resulted in data coverage too low to enable trend analysis or setting of baselines.

Relevance of PRAIS for review of implementation and COP decision-making
With the creation of the CRIC in 2001, a subsidiary body was established to “assist the COP” in
“regularly reviewing the implementation of the Convention”, and to “facilitate the exchange of
information on measures adopted by the Parties, pursuant to article 26 of the Convention” which
requires that each Party communicates to the COP reports on the measures which it has taken for the
implementation of the Convention. Thereby the initial focus of the CRIC was on measures taken by
the affected countries to implement the UNCCD.
COP 9 in 2009 introduced ‘performance review’ in the revised ToR of the CRIC alongside CRIC’s
original mandate of reviewing/assessing implementation; and recognized PRAIS as an ‘integral part’
of the CRIC.34 PRAIS thus became instrumental in effectively expanding the functions of the CRIC in
reviewing performance.
Performance review and the use of performance indicators was originally reserved for the
Convention institutions and subsidiary bodies, while the CRIC assessment of implementation was to
encompass all relevant stakeholders - including affected and developed country Parties, United
Nations agencies and other IGOs, subregional and regional action programmes, the GEF and civil
society. The CRIC ToR adopted in 2009 specified that the CRIC was to “undertake an assessment of
implementation against performance indicators every two years and against impact indicators every
four years”.35 Thus in practice and through the PRAIS, Parties and other reporting entities reported on
performance indicators in all reporting cycles (2010, 2012 and 2014), whereas Parties reported on
progress indicators (formerly impact indicators) only in 2012.
This shifted the focus of national reporting and the CRIC review away from implementation to
performance - without the two being clearly linked so that performance is demonstrated to lead to
progress in combatting DLDD. This shift is also evident in the PRAIS reporting templates and
information reported on through PRAIS, which focused on the use of performance indicators and
13

consequently institutional, organisational, procedural or operational performance - as opposed to
information on implementation of the Convention focusing on DLDD related actions and trends ‘on
the ground’.

Operational objectives and related targets
Through PRAIS, Parties were requested to report alongside the Convention bodies on their
performance toward the operational objectives of the Strategy - namely in the areas of 1. Advocacy,
awareness-raising and education; 2. Policy framework; 3. Science, technology and knowledge; 4.
Capacity building, and 5. Financing - based on a number of ‘consolidated indicators’ and targets for
most areas.36 For the (simplified) 2014 reporting and review exercise, countries provided data on 15
consolidated indicators (CONS-Os) related to operational performance. An overview provided by the
secretariat of the progress made on each performance indicator/target is illustrated in the table
below.37

Figure 6: Progress made toward meeting the operational objectives of the Strategy 38
Consolidated Indicators

Global target

CONS-O-1
Number and size of information
events organized on the subject of
DLDD and/or DLDD synergies with
climate change and biodiversity, and
audience reached by media
addressing DLDD / DLDD synergies.
CONS-O-3
Number of civil society organizations
(CSOs) and science and technology
institutions participating in the
Convention processes.

30 per cent by 2018

CONS-O-4
Number and type of DLDD-related
initiatives of CSOs and science and
technology institutions (STIs) in the
field of education.
CONS-O-5
Number of ACPs, subregional and
regional entities to have finalized the
formulation/revision of
NAPs/SRAPs/RAPs aligned to The
Strategy, taking into account
biophysical and socio-economic
information, national planning and
policies, and integration into
investment frameworks.

Progress made according to
2014 reporting and review
28 per cent of the global
population was reported to
have been informed about
DLDD and DLDD synergies with
climate change and
biodiversity.

Steady growth in the
participation of CSOs and science
and technology institutions (STIs)
in the Convention processes had
been achieved according to the
reports.
Steady growth in the number of
DLDD-related education
initiatives undertaken by CSOs
and STIs had been achieved

From 2010 the numbers of
both CSOs and of STIs
increased by an average of 23
per cent per biennium.

At least 80 per cent (134
countries) of affected country
Parties having formulated/revised
their NAP to be aligned to The
Strategy by 2014.

64 countries (47 per cent)
reported that they had
completed this target, the
majority of other affected
countries had indicated their
plans to do so by the end of
2015 and most of them had
also secured related resources.
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Growth of almost 88 per cent
in the number of CSO
initiatives since 2010.

CONS-O-6
Number of partnership agreements
established within the framework of
the Convention between DCPs,
UN/IGO and ACPs.
CONS-O-7
Number of initiatives for synergistic
planning/ programming of the three
Rio conventions or mechanisms for
joint implementation, at all levels.
CONS-O-8
Number of affected country Parties,
subregional and regional entities to
have established and supported a
national/subregional/regional
monitoring system for DLDD.
CONS-O-10
Number of revised NAPs/SRAPs/RAPs
reflecting knowledge of DLDD drivers
and their interactions, and of the
interaction of DLDD with climate
change and biodiversity.
CONS-O-11
Type, number and users of DLDDrelevant knowledge-sharing systems
at the global, regional, subregional
and national levels described on the
Convention website.
CONS-O-13
Number of countries, subregional
and regional reporting entities
engaged in building capacity to
combat DLDD on the basis of
National Capacity Self-Assessment or
other methodologies and
instruments.
CONS-O-14
Number of ACPs, subregional and
regional entities whose investment
frameworks, established within the
IFS devised by the GM or within
other integrated financing strategies,
reflect leveraging national, bilateral
and multilateral resources for
combating desertification and land
degradation.

At least two UNCCD-related
partnership agreements being
active in each affected country
Party by 2014

Only 23 affected country
Parties had succeeded in this,
and thus the target was not
met.

Each affected country Party
should have either one joint
national plan in place or
functional mechanism(s) to
ensure synergies among the three
Rio conventions by 2014
On the target of at least 60 per
cent of affected country Parties
having established and supported
national monitoring systems for
DLDD by 2018

Approximately 67 per cent of
the target had been achieved,
which is less than the 2010
baseline, and indicates that
synergistic efforts are losing
momentum.
49 affected country Parties (31
per cent) reported to have
contributed to its
achievement.

At least 70 per cent of revised
NAPs having successfully gone
through a quality self-assessment
by 2018

This target was achieved in
2010.

The Convention website is
restructured and includes a
thematic database on knowledgesharing systems as part of PRAIS
by 2010

It was achieved in 2011.

90 per cent (151 countries) of
affected country Parties
implementing DLDD-specific
capacity-building plans or
programmes

121 countries had
implemented such plans or
programmes and further 37
countries reported that they
had related plans. The
likelihood of meeting the
target is high.

At least 50 per cent of affected
country Parties, subregional and
regional reporting entities having
developed integrated investment
frameworks (IIFs)

37 per cent of affected
countries reported that they
had established an IIF and 55
countries more were planning
to do so by the end of 2017.
This would represent a total of
49 per cent of affected
countries, which indicates a
high likelihood of achieving the
target.
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CONS-O-15
Amount of financial resources made
available by developed country
Parties to combat DLDD.

A stable trend in the amount of
financial resources made
available by developed country
Parties to combat DLDD was
reported

CONS-O-16
Degree of adequacy, timeliness and
predictability of financial resources
made available by DCPs to combat
DLDD.

An adequate, timely and
predictable availability of
resources provided by developed
country Parties to combat DLDD
was reported by affected country
Parties (average rating 2.5 out of
a minimum of 1 and a maximum
of 3)
A steady growth in the number of
DLDD-related successfully
submitted project proposals is
recorded along the
implementation period of The
Strategy
A steady growth in the financial
resources allocated to facilitate
access to technology by affected
country Parties is recorded along
the implementation period of the
Strategy, as well in the number of
economic and policy incentives
reported upon

CONS-O-17
Number of DLDD-related project
proposals successfully submitted for
financing to international financial
institutions, facilities and funds,
including the GEF.
CONS-O-18
Amount of financial resources and
type of incentives which have
enabled access to technology by
ACPs.

The total commitment of USD
2.2 billion to affected country
Parties for DLDD-related
activities in 2012–2013 is
higher compared to USD 1.3
billion in 2010–2011 but less
than USD 2.7 billion in 2008–
2009
69 countries from all regions
received substantially more
assistance in raising resources
from bilateral donors (31
countries in 2008–2009 and 29
countries in 2010–2011.

105 countries reported having
established incentives to
facilitate access to technology,
compared to 35 countries in
2008–2009 and 34 countries in
2010–2011.

The secretariat noted that for some of the consolidated indicators/targets, the sample size acquired
through the reports was too small to provide a significant gauge of global trends. The COP also
“express(ed) concerns about the reliability and representativeness of information reported on
operational objectives”;39 and “recogniz(ed) the need to improve national reports as effective tools to
strengthen the implementation of the Convention.”40
As an “integral part”, PRAIS was to enable the CRIC to effectively assess implementation and review
performance, “using information obtained from reports submitted by Parties and other reporting
entities with the aim of producing targeted recommendations (on further steps) and draft decisions
for consideration by the COP”. Such targeted recommendations and draft decisions were to “contain
substantive elements to facilitate effective implementation of the Convention”.41
Since the introduction of PRAIS, more COP decisions have been directed to the role of Parties.42 This
was especially evident at COP 11 and 12, when compared to earlier COPs whose decisions were
primarily targeted to the secretariat, the GM, or the subsidiary bodies of the Convention.
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However, the content of COP decisions resulting from CRIC recommendations on national reporting
has mostly been general, procedural and institutional calls for action, often addressed globally and
without clear reference to related support or follow-up. Examples of such decision content include
the following:


Parties to step up their efforts to raise awareness of DLDD, and its linkages with climate
change and biodiversity loss43;



Affected country Parties to increase their efforts to establish or further improve existing
national monitoring systems dealing specifically with DLDD44;



Parties to strengthen linkages among national stakeholders to complement activities45;



Parties to increase support for awareness-raising and participation of civil society
representatives in UNCCD meetings46; and



Parties to engage in North-South, South-South and triangular cooperation47.

The general nature of resulting decisions was likely caused by the combination of broadlydefined/global targets and the effort to collect (and aggregate) quantitative data on those targets which are both defining features of PRAIS. Emphasis was placed on ‘measuring’ the performance of
individual Parties. This data was then to be accumulated into globally significant statistics or trends so
as to enable universally applicable recommendations and decisions on actions to be made, which are
thereby inherently general (instead of targeted) in nature. Consequently, their relevance as
“substantive elements to facilitate effective implementation of the Convention” has been relatively
limited.
Moreover, despite global targets being set for the (consolidated) performance indicators, PRAIS has
not resulted in any COP decisions with targeted recommendations or assessing the level of progress
made toward the operational objectives contained in the Strategy.

Strategic objectives
For the first time, in 2012, affected country Parties reported on impact indicators relating to the
strategic objectives 1, 2 and 3 of the Strategy; these objectives being the following:
1. To improve the living conditions of affected populations;
2. To improve the condition of affected ecosystems; and
3. To generate global benefits through effective implementation of the UNCCD.
The purpose of this reporting cycle was therefore to establish a baseline against which future
assessments of the implementation of the Convention could be made with respect to the
achievement of strategic objectives and expected impacts.
As previously indicated, only about 42 % of affected country Parties provided information on impact
indicators, and many of them did not deliver the required information or standardised data.
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Consequently, global data coverage varied from 7 to 36 %, depending on the specific question, which
was not adequate for completing a baseline assessment.48
The only resulting COP decision building on CRIC recommendations concerning strategic objectives 1,
2 and 3 focused on measures to improve related reporting, instead of progress on DLDD. Specifically,
affected country Parties were invited to, inter alia, increase the coverage of spatially explicit data on
affected areas; strengthen their institutional coordination at the national level to improve data
accessibility, and make broader use of readily available and internationally recognized datasets.49
Building on lessons learned from reporting in 2012, ongoing refinement of the impact indicators
resulted in COP 11 (2013) adopting a new approach to measuring progress toward the strategic
objectives and a revised set of six progress indicators.50 This approach uses readily available global
data sets that can be validated, replaced or complemented by nationally produced data.
COP 12 in 2015 further defined the progress indicators and noted that reporting should primarily use
official national data. The secretariat, with the assistance of specialized institutions, was requested to
compile and make available to affected country Parties ‘default data’ from the global data sources
and to guide and support countries to use, validate, replace or reject this data for future reporting.51

KEY POINTS:

COP 9 in 2009 introduced performance review in the revised ToR of the CRIC, alongside
CRIC’s original mandate of assessing implementation. PRAIS was instrumental in
operationalising the reporting on performance for the CRIC reviews by translating the
operational objectives of The Strategy into consolidated/performance indicators and related
global targets.

The focus of PRAIS on performance in national reporting increased the respective role of
Parties. It contributed to the increase of COP decisions that target Parties instead of the
Convention institutions and bodies.

However, COP decisions derived from reporting on performance were mostly on procedural
and institutional matters, and general/broad in nature. Their relevance as “substantive
elements to facilitate effective implementation of the Convention” has been limited.

Despite its focus on performance indicators, PRAIS did not result in an assessment of the
level of progress made toward the operational objectives.

The only reporting against the impact indicators, in 2012, did not achieve adequate data
coverage for establishing a baseline; therefore PRAIS has not contributed to improved
information on measures or trends concerning desertification, land degradation and drought
‘on the ground’.

4.

Sustainability of PRAIS: Ability to meet current COP requests
According to COP 11 and 12 decisions, the current requirements of PRAIS include the introduction
and integration of a ‘common reporting template’ and the pre-population of these reporting
templates with national estimates of progress indicators derived from existing global datasets which
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can then be checked, corrected/replaced and/or validated by each UNCCD Party to ensure data
quality. Once the common reporting templates are complete, the data and information reported
should be made publically available (posted to the PRAIS and UNCCD website), while also taking
every opportunity to streamline and simplify reporting and improve the function of the PRAIS.52
Below are more details of these requirements:
(a)

Secretariat to post ‘common reporting template’ in the PRAIS portal and the UNCCD

website, including the following:

Progress indicators for SOs 1, 2 and 3:
1.

Land cover; Metric: vegetative land cover*

2.

Land productivity or functioning of the land; Metric: land productivity dynamics*

3.

Carbon stocks above and below ground; Metric: soil organic carbon stock*

4.

Population living below the relative poverty line and/or income inequality in
affected areas; Metrics: poverty severity (or squared poverty gap), income
inequality

5.

Access to safe drinking water in affected areas; Metric: proportion of population
using an improved drinking water source

6.

Abundance and distribution of selected species; Metric: Global Wild Bird Index

Financial indicator for SO 4:
7.

Public sector finance and enabling investments; Metric: ODA, domestic public
resources, and co-financing partners (allowing for disaggregation between
internal and external funding sources)

(b)

Secretariat to compile national estimates for the above indicators from existing global

datasets as default data and make available to ACPs as pre-populated forms (templates) through the
PRAIS portal, while ensuring data quality.
(c)

Parties to validate the national estimates/default data; specifically:


ACPs to subsequently verify or replace national estimates using data
sourced/computed nationally/locally (aggregated where needed) and



ACPs to provide timely feedback on default data and national voluntary LDN
targets using (above) indicator framework
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Complemented by formal, voluntary and narrative indicators and/or specific
actions taken by countries to combat DLDD at national/local scale

(d)

Secretariat to post the above changes in the PRAIS portal and the UNCCD website,

taking every opportunity to streamline and simplify reporting and improve the function of the PRAIS,
specifically:


The way data is extracted and classified for preliminary analysis



Dynamic and analytical online functions, data mining functionalities to facilitate
the comparison and visualization of current and historical datasets



As a public interface, reporting data and information available and accessible to
all, especially at the national and local levels



User-friendliness and language accessibility, and



Assess changes through testing.53

COP 12 decisions concerning the Land Degradation Neutrality (LDN) target are also directly relevant
to the future reporting under the UNCCD. COP 12 decided that ‘striving to achieve the LDN target
15.3 [of the Sustainable Development Goals] is a strong vehicle for driving implementation of the
UNCCD’ and invited Parties to establish baselines and formulate national-level voluntary targets to
achieve it. COP 12 further invited affected country Parties to include voluntary national LDN targets in
their national reports, using the monitoring and evaluation approach adopted in decision 22/COP.11,
including the progress indicators.54

Responsiveness of PRAIS to the new requirements
The COP 12 request for development of a ‘common reporting template’ to include the indicators for
all strategic objectives55 directly followed its approval of the progress indicators (for SOs 1, 2 and 3)
and the decision to use existing global datasets to help ensure the availability of comparable national
data. As such, the common reporting template represents a re-launch of reporting on the SOs, to
extend the scope of the current performance-oriented reporting.
Reflecting LDN targets in UNCCD reporting is another new substantive element that needs to be
taken into account in the reporting templates. Furthermore, consideration of the UNCCD’s future
strategic framework may result in new topics for reporting. Although the exact content of the
upcoming UNCCD reporting is yet to be decided, changes to the reporting system are inevitable.
Specifically, new reporting templates will be created and existing ones will be modified or updated,
which can be done rather easily by the secretariat staff as PRAIS2 uses Adobe forms as templates
(PDF) – a commonly used, familiar and publicly available file format. Thus, from the substantive
viewpoint in terms of the content of the templates, PRAIS can also be used for future reporting.
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With regard to technical configuration, the PRAIS2 portal was created in 2014 as a ‘Drupal 7’ content
management system. In response to COP requirements for more user-friendly, offline reporting
templates, PRAIS2 started using the Adobe forms, which as mentioned above can be uploaded by
UNCCD secretariat staff with administrator rights. Anyone accessing the PRAIS2 portal can download
the PDF forms or templates, save them locally, and fill in the information. Only designated PRAIS
users (reporting officers) with login credentials can submit the completed form/template.
While the first PRAIS portal was available in various languages, in PRAIS2 only the reporting templates
are provided in the six United Nations languages. PRAIS2 does not allow for uploaded data to be
extracted, classified, mined or otherwise filtered or searched for preliminary analysis - with the
exception of some data filtering available only to system administrators. Dynamic and analytical
online functions are not available and as a result, comparison and visualization of current and
historical datasets are not available.56
The configuration of the current PRAIS portal is not responsive to the new technical reporting
requirements. It does not support the pre-population of reporting forms or templates with default
data from global datasets for each country party; nor does it foresee that Parties (reporting officers)
validate or approve the default data provided before the report is uploaded to PRAIS and thus made
publicly available. The ability to export or extract as well as import data (such as into an Excel
spreadsheet as a CSV or XLS file), and the ability of users to review, approve and then publish the
forms, is technically available but currently reserved for PRAIS administrators only.

Figure 7:PRAIS Online Portal (2010, 2012 reporting)
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Figure 8:PRAIS2 Online Portal (2014 reporting)

The PRAIS portal was developed and modified with the support of external specialists, and the
UNCCD secretariat does not have the internal capacity to make the necessary changes. Thus all
modifications to the portal require additional resources.

KEY POINTS:

Future reporting against the strategic objectives sets new substantive and technical
requirements for the UNCCD reporting system. The inclusion of the Land Degradation
Neutrality target and potential new elements in the future strategic framework will also
introduce changes to UNCCD reporting.

The current PRAIS reporting templates can be modified by the secretariat to respond to the
new substantive requirements.

The current configuration of the PRAIS portal does not support the new technical
requirements for reporting and review. Modifications to the portal require external expertise
and additional resources.

V.

Outlook: PRAIS and other UNCCD knowledge management tools
While options for UNCCD reporting are being weighed, it is useful to look at the PRAIS vis-à-vis other
online knowledge management tools under the UNCCD, notably the Capacity Building Marketplace,
the Scientific Knowledge Brokering Portal, and the websites of the Convention and the GM. The
transfer of best practices from PRAIS to other databases, as decided by COP 11 and COP 12, also
merits consideration in this context.
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The Capacity Building Marketplace is part of the UNCCD website and an “exchange platform for
those seeking and offering knowledge, training and opportunities related to the UNCCD’s mandate as
regards the issues of capacity building”.57 It offers online learning material and modules, as well as
information on vacancies, fellowships, crowdfunding opportunities and grants for study and research,
among other topics. In the UNCCD reporting processes, the Marketplace complements PRAIS by
providing access to the reporting templates and online training material for reporting; other capacitybuilding services include regional training, regional consultants and on-line helpdesk services.
The Scientific Knowledge Brokering Portal (SKBP) is accessible through the UNCCD website but is a
separate system. It is designed to improve access to scientific and technical information on DLDD by
making available (through its search function) information from the knowledge repositories of several
organisations and institutions working on land issues, including FAO and the World Soil Information. 58
SKBP is linked to UNCCD reporting as a provider of access to over 290 knowledge bases on DLDD,
which have been reported on by Parties. It complements PRAIS by allowing for further use of the
information submitted in the national reports.
Two websites currently operate under the UNCCD: the Convention website that is maintained by the
secretariat (www.unccd.int), and the GM website (www.global-mechanism.org). These websites are
the main channels for sharing information on the UNCCD and related activities, and they also serve as
platforms for accessing other online knowledge resources - including the Marketplace, SKBP and the
PRAIS portal. They do not have a particular role in the reporting process other than as an archive of
information and documentation concerning reporting.
The relationship between PRAIS and the other UNCCD knowledge management tools is largely
complementary. However, better use of the other tools for the UNCCD reporting process could
provide a solution to a main challenge in terms of PRAIS’ long-term sustainability, namely the cost of
updating and maintaining its portal. Moreover, unifying and streamlining its online presence would
add consistency to UNCCD branding, foster internal synergies and improve cost-efficiency.
In principle, PRAIS reporting templates and other related information could be made available for
download through the Convention website (or the Capacity Building Marketplace); countries and
other reporting entities could submit their reports by e-mail with appropriate measures for verifying
the authority of the sender; and data contained in the reports could be organised and processed by
using low-cost, easily-available software such as the combination of Adobe Life Cycle or Professional
and MS Excel. With these measures, the PRAIS portal would not be needed, however securing the
“dynamic and analytical online functions, data mining functionalities to facilitate the comparison and
visualization of current and historical datasets” that were requested by COP 12, would require an
online presence and further work.
Recent developments in the two UNCCD websites could assist in providing functions to facilitate
comparison and visualization of PRAIS datasets. The new GM website, launched at the beginning of
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2016, runs on a Drupal content management framework - the same that the PRAIS portal uses. The
secretariat is also planning to transfer the Convention website to Drupal, although this would happen
in phases, starting with only the most visible parts. As this transfer advances, the functionality of the
PRAIS (as part of the website) could be improved accordingly to include data mining, filtering, and
searching functions and their availability to external users.
Best practices were initially part of the PRAIS project and online portal, until COP 10 requested the
secretariat to identify a database for new information on best practices; and to transfer existing best
practices information from PRAIS to the recommended/external database.59 COP 11 identified this
‘recommended database’ for one best practices theme at WOCAT (supported by the University of
Bern/CDE), which was requested to provide a revised reporting template and technical guidelines, as
well as an online facility. This was to allow country Parties and other reporting entities to continue
uploading information on “sustainable land management technologies, including adaptation” best
practices. COP 11 also requested that data and information on best practices is made available by
access through the SKBP.60
COP 12 subsequently decided that, with the exception of the theme covered by the WOCAT database,
best practices reporting was to be discontinued and reporting entities released from related
reporting obligations. The secretariat and the GM were requested to facilitate access to information
and databases on the other best practice topics through the SKBP, Capacity Building Marketplace and
the websites.61 This COP decision ended all PRAIS tasks concerning best practices, while specifying
related roles of other UNCCD knowledge management tools.

VI. Outlook: SDG monitoring and joint reporting with other (Rio) Conventions
Beyond the UNCCD knowledge management tools, joining efforts with the national reporting tools or
systems of other Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs) offers interesting prospects for
UNCCD reporting and PRAIS. As underlined by the COP, this is most relevant in relation to the other
Rio Conventions and global monitoring of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).62
In the context of the SDG monitoring framework, use of the three UNCCD progress indicators for SO3
1, 2 and 3 is being considered in order to derive the sole indicator that has been set for target 15.3 on
Land Degradation Neutrality. This process is not likely to influence the UNCCD reporting tools or
mechanisms per se; rather it is about how the UNCCD reporting could contribute to the SDG/target
15.3 monitoring. Nevertheless, direct relationship between the progress indicators and the SDG
monitoring framework would be likely to add importance and visibility, as well as resources, to the
UNCCD reporting process.
There are increasing opportunities for cooperation on reporting with the other Rio Conventions as
well. Many recent decisions and national commitments under the UN Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC) involve land and soil, and several thematic programmes and cross-cutting
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issues under the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) are explicitly linked to land. To seize these
opportunities, the UNCCD secretariat - supported by the Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel of
the Global Environment Facility - has actively promoted the use of the three UNCCD progress
indicators for joint reporting on suitable topics within the other two Rio Conventions. Related
proposals have been considered at the subsidiary body and expert group levels under the CBD and
the UNFCCC, but not yet decided upon by the respective COPs.63
Similar to the UNCCD, both the UNFCCC and CBD use standardized templates for the submission of
reports, depending on the type of Party. However, the submission timetables, the content to be
reported on and the required methodologies to be used for data collection vary significantly from one
Convention to another.
For example, Annex I Parties of the UNFCCC report annually on emissions and removals of
greenhouse gases (GHGs) and relevant measures/activities; while non-Annex I Parties report every
two to four years and also include information on climate change mitigation and adaptation and
anything else relevant to the achievement of UNFCCC objectives.64 CBD Parties report every four to
five years on measures taken for the implementation of the Convention and the effectiveness of
these measures; specifically, Parties provide national assessments of their progress toward achieving
the Aichi Biodiversity Targets and/or relevant national targets.65
According to a UNEP/GEF project piloting integrated processes and approaches to national reporting
of the Rio Conventions: “considering the significant amount of Convention-specific information
needs… it seems impractical to suggest the production of a single report which would satisfy the
requirements of all three agreements”. As an alternative approach for harmonizing reporting, it was
thus suggested that Parties submit a core report with information relevant to all treaties involved,
and a separate document containing specific or technical information of relevance to the
implementation of individual treaties or agreements.66
Regarding the web-based tools and facilities used for reporting by other MEAs, the UNCCD was the
first of the Rio Conventions to introduce an online portal. However, much progress has been made
since then. For example, the CBD’s Clearing House Mechanism is an online portal that provides
password protected access to the online reporting system for national representatives with different
“authority levels.67 UNEP-WCMC has created a standardized, easy-to-use, inexpensive online
reporting system which is currently being used by and further developed together with the
Convention on Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals (UNEP-CMS) and its family of
instruments, as well as with the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild
Fauna and Flora (CITES).68 UNEP-WCMC has offered to extend the use of this online reporting system
to the Parties and secretariats of others MEAs.
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VII. Conclusions
Launched in 2010, PRAIS was an important first step in the process toward “a paradigm shift on
monitoring and assessment within the UNCCD”. Its use of standardised reporting templates (Adobe
forms or PDF, and compatible Microsoft Excel spreadsheets or XLS) helped to operationalise the
concept of quantifiable, indicator-based reporting. PRAIS templates focused on performance
indicators and monitoring of operational objectives (OO) and respective targets; they were less
effective in integrating strategic objectives (SO) and the financial indicators under both OOs and SOs.
PRAIS2 led to improved reporting efficiency in terms of the number of reports submitted in 2014.
However, it did not succeed in generating baselines on progress in combatting desertification/land
degradation or drought (DLDD) ‘on the ground’. PRAIS expanded the role of performance review in
national reporting, consequently shifting the focus of national reporting to procedural, institutional
and organisational performance. The resulting CRIC recommendations and COP decisions were
mostly general, global statements that did not introduce significant substantive suggestions to
facilitate effective implementation. Reporting though PRAIS did not lead to analytical assessments of
needed priority action to foster the implementation of the Strategy - despite the quantitative targets
set for the operational objectives and three rounds of reporting and CRIC/COP reviews.
The relevance and effectiveness of future UNCCD reporting would benefit from a shift away from
performance and towards progress made in combatting DLDD on the ground, in terms of trends in
meeting set targets - notably, land degradation neutrality. The data and information obtained through
PRAIS should be consistent and comparable over time, while also allowing for global aggregation.
Future reporting could also benefit from the introduction of a coherent and integrative indicator
framework which subsumes operational objectives under the progress made (as corrective measures
or response indicators) toward reaching strategic objectives, while also allowing for complementary
qualitative/narrative information to be provided.
Reporting requirements have changed and continue to develop - for example, the latest requirements
call for pre-population of reporting templates with default data from global datasets for each country
Party to validate or correct. The inclusion of the LDN target and, possibly, new elements in the future
strategic framework will also bring changes to UNCCD reporting.
National reporting is a dynamic process; thus, to ensure sustainability, the secretariat should be able
to make basic changes to the reporting system without significant costs. The PRAIS reporting
templates can be modified by the secretariat to respond to the new substantive requirements. There
are many user-friendly, low-cost options for this purpose, including the compatible XLS (Excel) and
PDF (Adobe) templates already used for PRAIS2. However, the current configurations of the PRAIS
portal do not support the new technical requirements for reporting and review. Modifications to the
online portal will require external expertise and additional resources, which calls into question the
sustainability and long-term cost-efficiency of a stand-alone portal - especially vis-à-vis various other
UNCCD knowledge management platforms.
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In terms of respective roles and responsibilities, PRAIS is currently complemented by the other
UNCCD knowledge management tools. However, better use of these tools for the reporting process
could eliminate the cost of updating and maintaining the PRAIS portal. The secretariat should
consider the UNCCD’s online presence and decide which combination of tools is best (both content
and cost-wise) to deliver its required knowledge management functions. Longer-term, consideration
should also be given to intensifying cooperation in national reporting among the Rio Conventions and
to benefiting from other available reporting systems.
While the current PRAIS portal is not suitable for future reporting requirements in terms of technical
functions, ‘PRAIS’ is a recognized concept for UNCCD national reporting and should be maintained.

Recommendations
Many ongoing processes are directly relevant to reporting under the UNCCD, thus the details of the
future reporting system can only be defined after these processes are more advanced. Keeping that
in mind, this evaluation makes the following broad recommendations:
Recommendation 1: The effectiveness and relevance of reporting under the UNCCD is improved
through the following:


Future focus of national reporting is on progress made ‘on the ground’, in reaching the
strategic objectives and by incorporating the Land Degradation Neutrality national
targets.



Affected country Parties will elaborate qualitative narratives, accompanied by
quantitative information only where useful, on ‘response indicators’ (replacing the
‘performance indicators’). These will reflect corrective measures that have been taken or
are planned, and that are linked to progress toward the strategic objectives or the LDN
Targets.

Recommendation 2: The cost-efficiency and sustainability of the UNCCD reporting system is
improved, which may include the following:


The secretariat ensures that the reporting templates can be changed without significant
costs. One affordable and user-friendly option for this would be to continue developing
the templates in PDF (Adobe Life Cycle/Professional forms) and compatible XLS (Excel
spreadsheets), which provide various analytical and statistical functions for extracting
data, checking the quality, and classifying it for analysis.



The secretariat provides public/online access to the reporting tools through a dedicated
page as part of the UNCCD website, instead of a separate online reporting portal. As the
planned transfer of the UNCCD website to the Drupal content management system
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advances, the functionality that is available on the current PRAIS portal, such as data
mining/filtering/searching, could be taken into use and made publicly available. All
previously submitted reports and supporting materials will be transferred onto the
reporting page on the UNCCD website.
Recommendation 3: The PRAIS “brand” for UNCCD reporting is maintained, and the new modalities
for reporting are ‘relaunched’ as PRAIS3.
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Notes
1

2

3

4
5

6

Compare to Article 26 of the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD or the ‘Convention’),
which refers to the ‘communication of information’ and requires that “(e)ach Party shall communicate to the
Conference of the Parties for consideration at its ordinary sessions, through the Permanent Secretariat, reports on
the measures which it has taken for the implementation of the Convention. The Conference of the Parties shall
determine the timetable for submission and the format of such reports” (para. 1).
Article 23, para. 2 b: The Secretariat is responsible for compiling and transmitting reports submitted to the COP
and its subsidiary bodies; compare to Article 26, para. 1. The Secretariat is thus responsible for adapting the PRAIS
reporting templates to meet current requirements, as decided by the COP. For example, in decision 22/COP.11,
the COP requested the secretariat to adapt the current reporting protocol of the Performance Review and
Assessment of Implementation System (PRAIS) to systematically incorporate progress indicators, to assess/test the
feasibility of the adopted monitoring and evaluation approach, and to report on the outcomes of the testing
exercises to the Committee on Science and Technology at its twelfth session (CST 12). This requires sustained
investments (human and financial resources), consideration of the future strategic framework of the Convention,
as well as ongoing indicator development.
Article 22, para. 2 a, b: The Conference of the Parties as the supreme body of the Convention shall “regularly
review the implementation of the Convention… (and)… promote and facilitate the exchange of information on
measures adopted by the Parties, pursuant to article 26, review the reports and make recommendations on them”.
CRIC ToR, annex to decision 11/COP.9, compare to decisions 12/COP.9 and 13, /COP.9.
Decision 3/COP.8: The 10-year strategic plan and framework to enhance the implementation of the Convention
(2008–2018) (The Strategy); compare to decision 11/COP.9, para. 7.
These online portals were complemented by a number of supporting measures and related tools, as further
detailed below – however, for the purpose of the current evaluation, the focus is on PRAIS as an online portal and
tool for reporting, primarily national reporting by UNCCD country Parties – both ‘affected’ and ‘developed’, as
further discussed in the section ‘

III. Scope of the evaluation’.
7
GEF project ID 4017.
8
GEF Project ID 5541.
9
Other partners included a group of co-operating subregional institutions referred to as "Reference Centres" (RCs).
10
2
ACPs, DCPs, GEF, IGO, NCP, PBS, RAP, SRAP, UNO are the report types recognised on the PRAIS portal.
11
ICCD/CRIC(12)/7, see Box 3: Financial resources used for reporting and Box 4: Resources invested in reporting
under the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification. Compare to information in document “Additional
procedures or institutional mechanisms to assist the Conference of the Parties in regularly reviewing the
implementation of the Convention”, July 2015, ICCD/CRIC(14)/MISC.1.
12
Of the total budget of USD 4.5 mil.; GEF grant: USD 2 mil.; Co-financing: USD 2.46 mil. Of this, USD 80,000 of the
2
GEF grant and USD 205,000 in co-funding was dedicated to PRAIS . See GEF Project ID 5541.
13
The evaluation criteria used are from the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development's
Development Assistance Committee (OECD/DAC): effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, and sustainability of PRAIS
in meeting its identified objectives. An impact assessment is beyond the scope of the current evaluation, as PRAIS
is still in its early stage of development and due to the focus being placed on the technical aspects of the PRAIS
portal and online tool. The DAC Principles for the Evaluation of Development Assistance, OECD (1991), Glossary of
Terms Used in Evaluation, in 'Methods and Procedures in Aid Evaluation', OECD (1986), and the Glossary of
Evaluation and Results Based Management (RBM) Terms, OECD (2000).
14
GEF Project ID 5541, 2014, Global Support Programme: Increasing the quantity and improving the quality of
information for the review of implementation of the UNCCD through strengthening Countries Parties’ capacities in
monitoring and reporting, knowledge management and outreach. See
http://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/gef_prj_docs/GEFProjectDocuments/Land%20Degradation/Glob
al%20-%20(5541)%20-%20Global%20Support%20Programme-%20Increasing%20the%20Quantity/03-2814_MSP_Request_Document_FINAL.pdf, compare to GEF project ID 4017 and GEF Project ID 5541. GEF Project
ID 5541, compare to GEF project ID 4017.
15
Decision 15/COP.12, para. 6.
16
COMIFAC for Central Africa, the Network for Mitigation of Desertification, Land Degradation and Drought
(DLDDNEAN) for East Asia, and The Regional Environmental Centre (CAREC) for Central Asia.
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17

18

19

20

Document ICCD/COP(11)CST/2. Already at the first COP, governments were requested “to initiate testing of the
implementation indicators” based on their utility and practicality for use in national reporting to COP 3; decision
22/COP.1, para. 1. According to the AGTE, the UNCCD began to formally address the challenge of indicator
development and selection in 1998 (decision 22/COP.1 UNCCD, 1997) when the first Ad Hoc Panel on Benchmarks
and Indicators was convened in Beijing, China (UNCCD, 1998), which led to a list of indicators for governments to
use in preparing their national reports. This in turn led to contributions to the indicator development process from
individual country Parties, particularly through UNCCD “country profile” reporting and monitoring (UNCCD, 2005).
Compare to the recommendations from the Ad hoc advisory group of technical experts (AGTE), complimentary
report presented to CST 11 (ICCD/COP(11)CST/2, 2013). The first UNCCD COP established criteria for the format
and content of national reports, with specific criteria for ACPs and DCPs – which the COP reviewed separately, as
well as for information on the implementation of action programmes. ACPs were to report on strategies, priorities,
and/or policies to combat desertification and mitigate the effects of drought; DCPs on consultative processes,
partnership agreements and measures to support action programmes, including financial resources provided.
Information on the implementation of action programmes was to include: strategies and priorities, plans and/or
policies; institutional measures; participatory and consultative process; measures taken or planned to improve the
economic environment, to conserve natural resources, to improve institutional organization, to improve
knowledge of desertification and to monitor and assess the effects of drought; financial allocations from national
budgets as well as financial assistance and technical cooperation. See decision 11/COP.1, paragraph 10. For the
first reporting cycle (1999–2000), reports were narrative/qualitative, and submitted to the UNCCD secretariat as
electronic files or hard copies, and were subsequently made publically available on the UNCCD website.
http://www.unccd.int/en/programmes/Reporting-review-and-assessment/Reports/Pages/default.aspx; decision
11/COP.1, para. 21 notes that all national reports and institutional information communicated to the Permanent
Secretariat were to be made available to the public. Initially, COP reviewed the reports submitted by Parties,
alternating between affected African country Parties (starting with COP 3) and affected country Parties of other
regions (from COP 4), see decision 11/COP.1, paragraph 13-14.
Decision 1/COP.5 on Additional procedures or institutional mechanisms to assist in the review of the
implementation of the Convention, para. 10. Compare to decision 11/COP.5, Benchmarks and indicators.
ICCD/CRIC(3)/3/Add.1, February 2005, Synthesis and preliminary analysis of reports from developed country
Parties. Decision 1/COP.5; see also decision 11/COP.5.
Best practices were originally included as a national reporting requirement in PRAIS, but later ‘outsourced’ to
WOCAT, see http://prais2.unccd-prais.com/node/188. Compare to decision 11/COP.9, annex (CRICs ToR), para. 14;
decision 13/COP.9, annex V (Best practices); decision 20/COP.12. Decision 20/COP.12, para. 5 decides that, with
the exception of the “SLM technologies, including adaptation” theme, best practices reporting for the other six
thematic topics identified in annex V of decision 13/COP.9 should be discontinued, and reporting entities should
be released from the current relevant reporting obligations. However, it is noted that COP 11 and 12 decisions
requested the integration or narrative and qualitative ‘indicators’ into the revised ‘common’ reporting template;
see section ‘4.
Sustainability of PRAIS: Ability to meet current COP requests’ in the current report. Decision
13/COP.9; see also decisions 11/COP.9, 17/COP.9 and 16/COP.11.
The Strategy (decision3/COP.8) established 9 impact indicators (SO 1-3), later 12 and 7 at COP 9 (decision 13 and
17, respectively), and then 6 at COP 11 (decision 22), 3 of which were required by COP 12 (in decision 15/COP.12,
para 1, 7, Annex II; compare to decision 19/COP.10, para. 11). Change in the term from impact to ‘progress
indicator’ was made in decision 22/COP.11, para. 5. Compare to reporting templates made available through the
PRAIS portal. Initial list of indicators (decision 3/COP.8): “To measure the progress of the strategic objectives the
following nine core indicators were identified: S-1: Decrease in numbers of people negatively impacted by the
processes of desertification/land degradation and drought; S-2: Increase in the proportion of households living
above the poverty line in affected areas; S-3: Reduction in the proportion of the population below the minimum
level of dietary energy consumption in affected areas; S-4: Reduction in the total area affected by
desertification/land degradation and drought; S-5: Increase in net primary productivity in affected areas; S-6:
Increase in carbon stocks (soil and plant biomass) in affected areas; S-7: Areas of forest, agricultural and
aquaculture ecosystems under sustainable management; S-8: Increase in the level and diversity of available
funding for combating desertification/land degradation and mitigating the effects of drought; S-9: Development
policies and measures address desertification/land degradation and mitigation of the effects of drought.”
The
Strategy established 9 impact indicators (SO 1-3), later translated into 12 and 7 at COP 9 (decisions 13 and 17,
respectively), and then 6 at COP 11 (decision 22), 3 of which were required by COP 12 in decision 15/COP.12.
Change in the term from ‘impact’ to ‘progress’ indicator was made in decision 22/COP.11.
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21

COP 9 outlined 18 provisional performance indicators and 17 targets, in decision 13/COP.9 (Annex III); compare to
Decision. See also decisions 17/COP.9 and 19/COP.9; see also ICCD/CRIC(9)/INF.2: Off-line template and reporting
guidelines for affected country Parties. Decision 15/COP.12, para 11b; decision 16/COP.12, para. 1(d). Compare to
decision 16/COP.11, para. 2 (note Error! Bookmark not defined.); for 2016 report templates, see
http://www.unccd.int/en/programmes/Capacity-building/CBW/Resources/Pages/5RC/ReportingTemplates.aspx..
22
Decision 15/COP.12, para 8, 9(a). Previously, COP 9 established 5 provisional impact indicators for strategic
objective 4; decision 13/COP.9, compare to decision 17/COP.9. Decision 15/COP.12.
23
Decision 7/COP.12.
24
Decisions 2/COP 12 and 3/COP.12.
25
ICCD/CRIC(12)/7.
26
For 1999 – 2004, see statistics from http://archive.unccd.int/cop/reports/; compare to ICCD/CRIC(3)/2/Add.1;
ICCD/CRIC(5)/2, para. 11 and Annex; ICCD/CRIC(5)/3, Annex; ICCD/CRIC(5)/4/Add.1; ICCD/CRIC(5)/5, 2007, para. 1;
ICCD/CRIC(12)/7; For 2010 and 2012, see ICCD/CRIC(12)/7; For 2014, see CRIC(13)/Inf.2; compare to
ICCD/CRIC(10)/15, para. 9; ICCD/CRIC(11)/8, and GSP Rapid Assessment. Estimates are total averages (in the case
of slightly diverging numbers), and totals are regardless of if reports were submitted before or after the reporting
deadline; number are confirmed through cross-referencing (triangulation). If numbers diverge strongly, only those
st
nd
reports made publically available are considered (for example, diverging number for DCPs reporting in the 1 , 2
rd
and 3 reporting cycle were found in ICCD/CRIC(7)/3/Add.2, para. 2, but discarded (31, 22 and 35 reports,
respectively).
27
ICCD/CRIC(5)/4/Add.1, compare to ICCD/CRIC(5)/4, para. 10.
28
ICCD/CRIC(5)/11 (2007): E. Ways and means of improving procedures for communication of information, para. 67.
29
GEF project ID 4017 (Enabling Paradigm Shift on Monitoring and Assessment within the UNCCD - Piloting the
Reporting of the Performance Indicators 2010); compare to United Nations Environment Programme, GEF project
ID 4017. See also Terminal Evaluation of the Project GFL-2328-2770-4B25 "Enabling a Paradigm Shift Towards
Monitoring and Assessment within the UNCCD" - Performance Review and Assessment of Implementation System
(PRAIS), Ian K Crain and Segundo Coello, UNEP Evaluation Office, December 2012. Compare to GEF Project ID 5541,
2014.
30
ICCD/CRIC(12)/7, GSP Rapid Assessment. 60% of those responding on the 2 progress/impact indicators used the
common baselines and methodology as defined by the CST.
31
Decisions 15/ COP 11 and 16/COP 11.
32
Decision 16/COP.11.
33
In 2014, the quality of the reports was considerably high, with ACP reports’ completeness and reliability levels
reaching almost 90 per cent.
34
Decision 11/COP.9.
35
Decision 11/COP.9, Annex (CRICs ToR), Section III Stakeholders under review, para. 14.: “in sessions held between
ordinary sessions of the COP the CRIC shall focus its work on the review of the implementation of the Convention
by Parties through, inter alia: (a) Undertaking an assessment of implementation against performance indicators
every two years and against impact indicators every four years; (b) Disseminating best practices on the
implementation of the Convention; (c) Reviewing financial flows for the implementation of the Convention.
36
17 targets were established for the provisional performance indicators, in Decision 13/COP.9 (Annex III). Compare to
following Table.
37
Source: Preliminary scoping paper prepared by the UNCCD secretariat for the first meeting of the
Intergovernmental Working Group on the future strategic framework of the UNCCD (April 2016). More details can
be found in documents ICCD/CRIC(13)/2, ICCD/CRIC(13)/3, ICCD/CRIC(13)/4, ICCD/CRIC(13)/5, ICCD/CRIC(13)/6 and
ICCD/CRIC(13)/7.
38
See note 37.
39
Specifically with reference to the first operational objective, “particularly the total percentage of population
informed.” Decision 13/COP.11, preamble: “Having reviewed document ICCD/CRIC(11)/19 and Add.1”.
40
Decision 13/COP.12, preamble.
41
Decision 1/COP.9; see also decision 11/COP.9 and decision 18/COP.11.
42
Decision 13/COP.9, 13/COP.10, 13/COP.11, 13/COP.12. For example, Parties were only referenced twice by COP 9
in the relevant decision, but were referenced 12 times by COP 10, 18 times by COP 11, and 17 times by COP 12.
43
Decision 13/COP.10
44
Decision 13/COP.10
45
Decision 13/COP.11
46
Decision 13/COP.11
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Decision 13/COP.12
Document ICCD/CRIC(11)/8.
49
Decision 15/COP.11.
50
Decision 22/COP.11.
51
Decision 15/COP.12.
52
Decision 15/COP.12.
53
Decisions 16/COP.11, 22/COP.11 and 15/COP.12.
54
Decision 3/COP.12.
55
Decision 15/COP.12.
56
Nevertheless, a number of analytical documents called ‘info-graphics’ are provided on PRAIS2 summarizing the
results of 2012 reporting on strategic objectives 1-3 as well as various performance indicators and operational
objectives. See http://prais2.unccd-prais.com/info-graphics-list. The PDF summarising strategic objectives 1-3
notes that “the coverage and comparability of the reporting national data was not sufficient for obtaining
statistically representative results from the analyses. Yet, it enabled a first set of baseline data and useful insights
for improving future reporting.”
57
http://www.unccd.int/en/programmes/Capacity-building/CBW/Pages/Getting_started.aspx
58
For more information, please see document ICCD/COP(12)/CST/INF.5.
59
Decision 15/COP.10.
60
Decision 17/COP.11.
61
Decision 20/COP.12.
62
Most recently, decision 9 and 15/COP.12.
63
Document ICCD/COP(12)/17, decisions 3/COP.12 and 9/COP.12,
64
http://unfccc.int/national_reports/items/1408.php
65
Biodiversity-related treaties include the CBD, Convention on Wetlands (Ramsar), Convention on International
Trade in Endangered Species (CITES), Convention on Migratory Species (CMS), and the World Heritage Convention;
https://www.cbd.int/reports/harmonization.shtml.
66
“Synergy among Rio Conventions: Case study on Streamlining Reporting” Presentation at the GEF Expanded
Constituency Workshop, 8-10 February 2012, Bujumbura, Burundi. Accessible from www.thegef.org
67
For example, national focal point have full access rights, authority to publish reports, and authority to submit
reports and other national documentation http://www.chm.cbd.int; https://www.cbd.int/reports/.
68
See http://cms-family-ors.unep-wcmc.org/, http://old.unep-wcmc.org/cms-family-online-reporting-systemnational-reporting-form-for-cms-cop11-now-available_1110.html.
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