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Executive Summary

Global nature is facing unparalleled threats. And it is strikingly clear
that the poorest people suffer first and most from the degradation of
global nature.

To help the poorest people on the planet and to ensure the survival of
species, habitats, and natural beauty, more must be done to protect and
restore global nature, particularly in developing countries.

International aid and global nature conservation

As Chapter One argues, given our substantial international aid budget
and expertise, there is a compelling case for the UK to lead international
efforts to conserve global nature, as part of this Government’s post-
Brexit ‘Global Britain’ strategy.

Greater focus and funding for global nature conservation through the
UK’s international aid budget, particularly through charismatic UK-
branded projects and programmes, would capture the imagination of the
public, helping to increase public support for the frequently criticised UK
Official Development Assistance (ODA) budget, which is now set legally
as 0.7% of Gross National Income (GNI) each year. Boosting funding
for global nature would also help the Government achieve other goals,
particularly those focusing on climate change and security.

As Chapter Two demonstrates, to date, there has been a pitifully
small amount of UK ODA spent on global nature conservation. Funding
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for global nature conservation between 2010 and 2013 (the last period
for which formal government figures are available) on biodiversity
conservation averaged £75 million per annum, including both bilateral
and multilateral sources. This figure represents only 0.5% of the now
approximately £14 billion annual UK ODA budget.

In stark contrast, Germany and the USA are two of the largest ODA
funders of global nature conservation, providing on average around
$600-$700 million per annum. During the same period, the EU and
France have both scaled-up their support for global nature conservation,
and provide approximately $150-$250 million per annum of biodiversity
ODA each.

Unlike other G7 countries, the UK is an especially large ODA donor
to multilateral institutions with approximately 37% of UK ODA going to
multilateral agencies in 2016. If you include bilateral (country-specific)
aid that is given to multilateral agencies to manage, approximately
55% of UK ODA was spent through multilateral agencies in 2016 (and in
some years as high as 60%). This extends to global nature, with Global
Environment Facility (GEF) and EU contributions making up about half
of the estimated £75 million the UK spent per year on global nature
through ODA between 2010 and 2013.

Aligning UK ODA with global nature conservation

Global nature requires a much more substantial focus and investment
through the UK’s ODA than our current commitments.

Chapter Three outlines new policies to ensure that the UK
Government’s domestic commitment - reiterated recently in the new
25-year Environment Plan - to be “the first generation to leave the
environmentinabetterstate than we inherited it” isalsoaninternationally
recognised core priority for the UK Government.

At the very least, £1 billion per year of additional funding through UK
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ODA should be made available from 2020 for global nature, rising to at least
10% of UK ODA by 2025, through a new ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’.

This proposed ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund” would be paid for
through a combination of organic growth in the ODA budget - as the result
of a growing economy - and by ending ad hoc contributions from the ODA
budget to multilateral institutions, often made at the end of the financial
year to meet the 0.7% of GNI target because the UK has not yet figured out
how to allocate the funds itself. This rushed approach and reliance on
multilateral institutions for the UK’s ODA budget is a missed opportunity
for creating strategic, compelling, and effective UK-branded ODA projects
and programmes. The proposed ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’ would
be animportant step forward in creating a major UK branded and delivered
ODA programme that resonates with the public.

The Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA)
should host the proposed ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’. DEFRA
is responsible for implementing and administering many of the UK’s
international agreements that relate to biodiversity. In addition,
DEFRA's recently published 25-year Environment Plan included a pledge
to protect and improve the global environment and details specific
planned action on improving global supply chain sustainability, tackling
deforestation, and leading efforts to improve international biodiversity.
That is why DEFRA should be given the resources to fund and deliver

these international commitments.

What is more, DEFRA is already host to successful nature-focused
ODA programmes such as the Darwin Initiative and the Illegal Wildlife
Trade Challenge Fund. It has policy and delivery expertise in nature
conservation, both domestically and internationally.

Enhancing these institutional capabilities in DEFRA will enable existing
centres of expertise to do more, particularly given the small size of the
existing Darwin Initiative budget relative to its potential impact. It would
also enable DEFRA to meet the frequent requests for technical assistance
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from developing country governments on environmental policy.

While the majority (over 70%) of UK ODA is spent through the
Department for International Development (DFID) other departments
have taken on administering more of the ODA budget, especially as it
has increased. This is a welcome trend and should be further accelerated
through our proposals.

Priorities for the proposed ‘Global Nature
Conservation Fund’

We recommend that the proposed ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’ be
funded in the following compelling areas:

m  Establish and support the effective management of new and
existing marine and terrestrial ‘Commonwealth Parks’ with at
least £200 million per year. These parks would support new or
existing protected areas across developing countries within the
Commonwealth. Grants could support a wide range of global nature
conservation activities, from better enforcement to sustainable
livelihood creation. Grants would be made on a three- to five-year
renewable basis and would be designed to encourage landscape
approaches to conservation, including, but not limited to, formally
designated protected areas. It could also support transboundary
parks that straddle two or more jurisdictions.

The threats facing protected areas and their surrounding landscapes
are increasing, including from the illegal wildlife trade, resource
extraction, land use change, infrastructure development and climate
change. Simultaneously, the areas gazetted for protection have
increased to meet the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) Aichi
Target 11 (that by 2020 protected areas should increase to 17% of all global
land areas and 10% of all ocean and coastal areas). Funding therefore
needs to increase commensurately to ensure that a larger global
protected area estate can effectively conserve nature and contribute to

10
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sustainable livelihood creation in the face of increased threats.

Protect critical corridors for iconic mammal, bird and marine
species with at least £200 million per year. Conservation corridors
are fundamental to the survival of key species and require a joined-
up approach across multiple jurisdictions including in land use
planning, education, livelihood creation, enforcement, monitoring
and research. These corridors are a critically important approach for
protecting nature but are currently underutilised.

A limited number of corridors could be prioritised and these could
include: the African-Eurasian and the East Atlantic flyways that
bring migratory bird species to the UK (such as the turtle dove and
nightingale); corridors in East Africa to support elephant populations;
a rhino corridor between South Africa and Botswana; a Pangolin
corridor between Uganda and Malawi; a tiger corridor in the Central
Forest Spine of Peninsula Malaysia, northern Myanmar and/or the
Western or Easter Forest Complex in Thailand; a jaguar corridor in
Latin America; marine corridors for sharks and rays, whales, turtles
and dugongs; and connecting and protecting swaths of coral reef
habitats in the Commonwealth to enhance resilience.

Create new results-based payment mechanisms to fund the
restoration, conservation or enhancement of natural ecosystems
at scale with at least £250 million per year. These results-
based payment contracts would directly commission measurable
improvements to global nature at lowest cost through market-based
mechanisms and/or reverse auctions. These mechanisms would be
designed to pay for outcomes at a landscape scale. Existing standards
for measuring outcomes could be used, for example REDD+, and new
ones could be developed for different environmental outcomes.

Creating cash flows to underpin conservation outcomes and allocating
these efficiently through markets and auctions to landscape scale
projects and programmes will deliver outcomes more efficiently
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and help crowd-in a variety of different funding providers, thereby
supporting innovation.

m  Establish ‘The UK Conservation Trust’ with at least £100 million
per year. The aim would be to have a newly capitalised trust that
would use its balance sheet and an investment grade credit rating
to finance global nature conservation and sustainable livelihood
creation projects in developing countries.

The UK Conservation Trust would be established in perpetuity,
reinvesting all its returns providing concessional finance to projects
focused on conserving or enhancing global nature. This UK-branded
institution with technical capacity and a balance sheet would
operate across priority countries with the most serious biodiversity
and habitat issues.

m  Scale up the Darwin Initiative and increase its funding to at least
£100 million per year. The Darwin Initiative is an existing UK
government grants scheme, administered by DEFRA, that helps to
protect biodiversity and the natural environment through locally
based projects worldwide. It has a tiny annual budget - awarding an
average of £5.6 million per annum since 1992 - with a typical project
lasting for up to three years and costing approximately £100,000 per
annum. Scaling up the Darwin Initiative should include: creating new
larger grants; making available a greater number of both small and
large grants; offering grants for longer durations and making them
renewable; and creating more regular calls for project proposals
targeting specific global nature conservation themes and priorities.

m  Support world-leading and highly impactful research on global
nature conservation conducted by UK research institutions
and universities with at least £100 million per year. There
should also be a major new research centre on ecological restoration
established in the UK with research collaborations and ecological
research stations funded across the Commonwealth. Research
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programmes should build capacity and the ‘next generation’ of
conservation leaders, both at home and abroad.

A particular focus should be on terrestrial and marine ecological
restoration and developing approaches to restore and enhance
ecosystems, such as rainforests and coral reefs, quickly and cost
effectively.

m  Significantly scale up education and outreach on nature and
biodiversity in developing countries with at least £50 million per
year. The UK cannot expect global nature conservation efforts to be
sustainable or to be effective if people do not care or know about what
is at stake and what they can do to support nature conservation.

This funding should support education and outreach across all age
groups, from young children to adults. Funding should focus on
embedding behaviour change and there is significant potential for
using new research into behavioural economics to support global

nature conservation outcomes.

These efforts could also include new Commonwealth ‘citizen science’
initiatives based on, for example, the successful annual Royal Society
for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) Big Garden Birdwatch in the UK.
There should also be a new scholarship for current and emerging
conservation leaders from the Commonwealth to study for graduate-
level courses at UK universities.

In addition to the new funding through the proposed ‘Global Nature
Conservation Fund’, the UK should also ensure that any post-Brexit
emissions trading arrangements (for example, returning to a UK
Emissions Trading Scheme) prioritise carbon offsets generated
from nature, particularly land use change and forestry projects in
developing Commonwealth countries. This can work alongside carbon
offsets generated from domestic nature-based projects within the UK.
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Making the ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’ work

As well as choosing compelling spending priorities, funds must be
spent effectively. For this reason, pilots should be used to make sure
that projects provide value for money for the taxpayer and deliver
significantly improved global nature conservation outcomes. If a pilot is
successful, the project could be scaled up with more funding.

Funds should focus on nature conservation interventions which are
closelyand directly linked to the livelihoods, security, resilience, and welfare
of poor and marginalised communities. Expenditure must be compliant
with UK legislation and international rules on ODA (see Boxes 2.1 and 2.2).

The challenge of global nature conservation will of course require
much more than UK ODA alone, but UK leadership could encourage
other countries to allocate more of their ODA to nature conservation. As
the only nation in the G20 to meet the 0.7% GNI commitment, the way we
deploy aid is closely watched by other countries and often influences how
others deploy their aid.

With this in mind, UK funding via the proposed ‘Global Nature
Conservation Fund’ should be allocated in a way that is more likely to
result in co-funding from others, including governments (whether
developed or developing), non-governmental organisations (NGOs),
philanthropy, and the private sector.

The proposed ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’ should also focus
on important long-term bilateral relationships, with staff from the
UK and the recipient country working closely together on projects and
programmes in situ. This will create the conditions for more successful
projects, and result in efficiencies as the fixed costs of establishing
effective country programmes are spread out over time.

Reforming DFID

The second major part of ensuring global nature conservation is a
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critical part of UK ODA is by reforming DFID. Specifically, to properly
institutionalise global nature conservation into what it does, so that all
UK ODA is aligned and supportive of sustainable development efforts.

Since its formation DFID has been nearly exclusively focused on
poverty reduction, at the expense of other sustainable development
goals including global nature conservation. It has a track record of
being unsupportive of broader sustainable development objectives.
International development expenditure can also be incredibly short-
term and can actually undermine longer-term sustainable development
objectives (including global nature conservation).

DFID reforms should include:

®  DFID should transition from a Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs) mindset to a Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
mindset by updating its priorities and operations to reflect this.
Global nature should be explicitly and appropriately embedded into
DFID policy guidance, appraisal, and performance reviews.

® Biodiversity should be a key filter for the allocation and
prioritisation of UK ODA funding via DFID. The poorest developing
countries with habitats and biodiversity of global or regional
significance should be actively prioritised, particularly if they are in
the Commonwealth.

B There should be a ‘do no harm’ policy in relation to global nature
across DFID, such that any proposed project that damages or
destroys nature should not receive UK ODA. There would be little
point increasing allocations to global nature conservation on the one
hand, while promoting short-term development that harms global
nature and undermines sustainable development on the other.

®  Government should recruit relevant expertise (such as ecologists)
and create a centre of excellence in environment and development,
established jointly between DEFRA, DFID, and the FCO.
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Rethinking ODA administrative costs

In both DFID and DEFRA, the target of keeping overheads on ODA to 1%
or below and maintaining minimal staffing numbers and expertise is a
false economy.

It leads to expensive consultancy fees, as administrative and technical
functions that could be more cost-effectively delivered in-house are
outsourced to the private sector. It increases the incentive to award
more of UK ODA to multilaterals to reduce the administration costs in
DFID by passing them on to others for accounting purposes. It reduces
government’s own capacity and expertise, curtailing the ability of
government to develop and implement effective strategies, and ensure
the rigorous and effective development, selection, management, and
evaluation of ODA projects.

The reality is that many projects and programmes will require greater
direct oversight and involvement from DFID and DEFRA to design and
manage and this should be properly resourced internally, not expensively
outsourced.

There is understandable political anxiety about being seen to increase
DFID staff costs as other departments are reducing their head count. To
counter this, ODA spending departments should embrace the move from
a ‘wholesaler’ to a ‘retailer’ model and be much more involved in design,
delivery, and oversight.

Making global nature conservation a strategic
priority
Making global nature conservation a priority for post-Brexit ‘Global

Britain’ could also support other key policy priorities, including:

m National Citizenship Service (NCS). Currently, this scheme is
limited to domestic volunteering, but there is a strong case for
expanding its remit to give young people a broader set of experience
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and skills. This could also increase public awareness of the benefits
of UK ODA.

®  High environmental trading standards. The UK could help trading
partners to improve their environmental standards, by including
environmental chapters in new free trade agreements (FTAs).

®  (Climate change. Greening the ODA budget would help in the efforts
to tackle climate change internationally. Climate change is widely
regarded as a major threat to wildlife and habitat conservation and
many natural measures to address climate change, such as afforestation
and ecological restoration, also have biodiversity benefits.

B Security. Funding more projects with explicit global nature
conservation goals could help enhance security in developing
countries. The environment is intimately linked to security, because
healthy ecosystems ensure populations remain living in one region
(thus minimising forced migration flows) and create sustainable
livelihoods (thus reducing the economic incentive for engaging in
illicit activity).

Conclusion

The Government’s admirable commitment to become “the first
generation to leave the environment in a better state than we found it”
cannot simply be a domestic policy commitment. It must also be one of
the objectives we have as a country internationally, as part of our post-
Brexit ‘Global Britain’ strategy.

The natural planet is facing unparalleled threats. The fragility of the
environment not only threatens the flora and fauna for which we are
custodians, but the future prosperity of communities around the world.
The UK must act by significantly expanding ODA allocation to global
nature conservation.



Chapter |: Introduction

Global nature is facing unparalleled threats. It is estimated that if
current trends of wildlife loss continue, by 2020 vertebrate populations
will have declined by an average of 67% compared to 1970." In the last
15 years alone, the number of ‘threatened’ species on the International
Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red List has more than
doubled, from around 10,000 to over 25,000.* The extinction rate of
species is estimated to be up to 100 to 1000 times higher as a result of

climate change than what would be expected naturally.®

From 2001 to 2016, the rate of global tree cover loss has risen
dramatically, up from 13.4 million hectares per annum, to 29.7 million
hectares per annum.* This represents an increase of over 120% and is
roughly equivalent to annually losing an area of tree cover the size of the
UK and Belgium combined.” Human alteration of ecosystems is growing
dramatically, impacting the ability of our planet to sustain itself. Over the
past two decades, one-tenth of global wilderness areas (3.3 million km?)

1. WWF, “Living planet report 2016: risk and resilience in a new era”, https://www.wwf.
org.uk/sites/default/files/2016-10/LPR_2016_full%20report_spread%20low%20res.pdf?_
2a=2.211018261.1869583959.1523526607-1150710475.1521633429 (2016), 15.

2. IUCN, “Summary statistics”, http://www.iucnredlist.org/about/summary-statistics#TrendsInBiodive
rsityStatus (2018).

3. WWF, “How many species are we losing?”, http://wwf.panda.org/about_our_earth/biodiversity/
biodiversity/ (2018).

4. Global Forest Watch, “Countries: tree cover loss”, https://www.globalforestwatch.org/countries/
overview (2018).

5. Ibid.
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have been lost, particularly in the Amazon and Latin America.®

Growing plastic pollution in marine ecosystems is injuring and killing
fish, seabirds and marine mammals. Research suggests that millions of
tonnes of plastic are flowing through global riverine systems each year.’
The frozen oceans around the Arctic have not been invulnerable to plastic
pollution, with research suggesting that 12,000 tiny pieces of plastic
can be found per litre of sea ice.® Even in the furthest depths of the sea,
creatures in places such as the Mariana Trench have been found to have
plastic fragments inside of them.’

Protecting and restoring nature is intrinsically important, of course,
but there are a variety of instrumental benefits associated with it. These
include provision of ecosystem services such as clean air and water,"
greater productivity," enhanced security,”” climate change mitigation

6. Watson et al., "Catastrophic declines in wilderness areas undermine global environment

targets", Current Biology, Vol. 26 (2016), 2929-2934.

7. Laurent C.M. Lebreton et al., “River plastic emissions to the world’s oceans”, Journal of Nature
Communications (2017), 3; FullFact, “UK spending on foreign aid”, https://fullfact.org/economy/uk-
spending-foreign-aid/ (2018).

8. Ben Webster, “Arctic Ocean ice has 12,000 bits of plastic per litre”, The Times, 25 April, 2018.

9. Sarah Knapton, “Sea creatures in Mariana Trench (the deepest place on Earth) have plastic in their
stomachs”, The Telegraph, 15 November, 2017.

10. Robert Costanza et al., “The value of the world’s ecosystem services and natural capital”, Nature, Vol.
387 (1997), 253-260; Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, Ecosystems and human well-being (Washington,
DC: Island Press, 2005); Pushpam Kumar, The economics of ecosystems and biodiversity: ecological and
economic foundations (London: Routledge, 2010); Kate Schreckenberg, Georgina Mace and Mahesh
Poudyal, Ecosystem services and poverty alleviation (Oxford: Routledge, 2018).

11. Cameron Pittelkow et al., “Productivity limits and potentials of the principles of conservation
agriculture”, Nature, Vol. 517 (2015), 365-368; Agree, “Increase agricultural productivity by conserving
and enhancing soil, water and habitat”, http://www.foodandagpolicy.org/sites/default/files/AGree_
Agricultural_Productivity_2013%20Positions.pdf (2013).

12. Cathy Haenlein, “Below the surface: how illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing threatens
our security”, https://rusi.org/sites/default/files/201707_rusi_below_the_surface_haenlein.pdf (2017);
Peter Seligmann, “The direct connection between nature, national security and you”, https://blog.
conservation.org/2015/11/protecting-nature-a-matter-of-national-security/ (2015).
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and adaptation," and improved health and well-being.'*

Acting to save nature also supports the sustainable development of the
world’s most vulnerable communities. Alongside some of nature’s most
remarkable environments, where biodiversity is rich and species are
plentiful and endemic, one can find some of the world’s poorest people.
Sustainable livelihoods rely on healthy ecosystems - especially for some
of the poorest people in the world who depend directly and immediately
upon them.

The degradation of fragile and biodiverse environments
disproportionately impacts the people who most need support. For
example, 70% of Madagascans live in poverty and rely on forest resources
to meet their basic daily needs,"” yet little more than 8% of Madagascan
forest remains intact. Compounding this problem, 80% of the species
in Madagascan forests are endemic, meaning that as the forest is lost,
so too are they.'

The opportunities for the UK

There is an opportunity for the UK to lead on the conservation of
global nature.

The UK is uniquely placed to tackle challenges to global nature.

13. Rattan Lal, “Sequestering carbon and increasing productivity by conservation agriculture”, Journal
of Soil and Water Conservation, Vol. 70 (2015), 55-62.

14. World Health Organization, “Exploring synergies between health, climate change mitigation and
nature conservation”, http://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/environment-and-health/pages/
news/news/2017/06/exploring-synergies-between-health,-climate-change-mitigation-and-nature-
conservation (2017); Rebecca Lovell et al., “Environmental conservation activities for health: building
on systematic review methods to consider a disparate, dispersed, and limited evidence base”, The
Lancet, Vol. 384 (2014,).

15. Impact Madagascar, “Community development”, http://impactmadagascar.org/our-mission/
(2018); Patrick O. Waeber, “How effective have thirty years of internationally driven conservation and
development efforts been in Madagascar”, PLOS One, Vol. 11 (2016).

16. United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, “Rainforests of the Atsinanana”,
http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/1257/ (2018); World Bank Group, “Madagascar: some solutions to reduce
poverty”, http://www.worldbank.org/en/news/press-release/2017/03/21/poverty-in-madagascar-
recent-findings (2017).
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Exemplified by the likes of Charles Darwin, Dame Jane Goodall, and Sir
David Attenborough, Britain has a rich heritage in the field of natural
history and nature conservation. The UK also plays host to some of the most
innovative and respected environmental research centres. The Zoological
Society of London, Rothamsted Research, and the Royal Botanic Gardens
were early pioneers in the field of biodiversity conservation and learning.

Our universities run world-renowned degree and research programmes.
Cambridge is the hub of the largest cluster of conservation organisations
in the world, and the Cambridge Conservation Initiative — a unique
collaboration between the University of Cambridge and conservation
organisations based around the city - demonstrates the UK’s leading role
in international efforts to conserve biodiversity.” The ‘golden triangle’
between Cambridge, London and Oxford has the most globally significant
concentration of environment professionals anywhere in the world.

UK expertise is also prominent in efforts to shape future environmental
policy through the essential multilateral environmental agreements,
such as the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), UN Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), Convention on International
Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) and
Convention on Migratory Species (CMS). The UK is also home to a world-
leading network of environmental non-governmental organisations
(NGOs), which can provide guidance and capacity to help implement and
oversee global nature conservation efforts.

Furthermore, the UK was the only nation in the G7, and indeed the
G20, to hit the UN’s target of international aid spending (0.7% of Gross
National Income (GNI)) last year. The UK enshrining this target into
domestic law, under the last Coalition Government, is a beacon for the
developed world.'®

17. Cambridge Conservation Initiative, “Introducing the Cambridge Conservation Initiative”, http://
www.cambridgeconservation.org/ (2018).

18. John Stevens, “UK is the only major economy to hit foreign aid target: Britain provided nearly £1 in
every £6 of the cash doled out by members of G7 including US and Germany”, Mail Online, 9 April, 2018.

21
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Increasing public support for international aid

However, the UK’s international aid spending has been met with
frequent criticism. Polling from Bright Blue conducted last year
highlighted the public scepticism about aid spending, with only a
third of respondents aged under 40 saying that they feel proud of the
0.7% target — a figure which falls to 29% amongst the over 65s." Other
surveys have found similar apathy, with a recent one showing almost
55% of respondents stating that they would support a complete end to
such spending.?® As things stand, the 0.7% target clearly does not enjoy
the backing of a considerable proportion of the British electorate.

This can be reversed. Little else captures the public’s imagination
more than saving an iconic species from extinction, or a beautiful
landscape from destruction. The UK Government’s pledge, in the
launch of the new 25-year Environment Plan earlier this year, to be
the first generation to leave the environment in a better state than
when we inherited it reflects overwhelming public concern about the
environment, including - as Bright Blue research has shown - among
Conservative voters.”

Environmental policy has become a growing priority for Government
not just because of the scale of the challenge, but because of
the groundswell of public opinion for action.” The debate has been
energised by the huge popularity of the BBC’s Blue Planet 1I, the most

19. YouGov, “YouGov/ Bright Blue under 40s survey results”, http://d25d2506sfb94s.cloudfront.net/
cumulus_uploads/document/619ku2rktt/BrightBlue_Under40s_Results_170913_W.pdf (2017), 2; YouGov,
“YouGov / Bright Blue survey results”, http://d25d2506sfb94s.cloudfront.net/cumulus_uploads/
document/pyx8csk94c/BrightBlue_Results_170913_W.pdf (2017), 2.

20. Survation, “General Election 2017 Poll”, http://survation.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/MOS-
GE-Tables-1-2c0d7h2-2004SWCH.pdf (2017), 33.

21. HM Government, “A green future: our 25 year plan to improve the environment”, https://assets.
publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/693158/25-year-
environment-plan.pdf (2018).

22. Sam Hall, “Green conservatives? Understanding what conservatives think about the environment”,
https://brightblue.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/Green-conservatives-polling-report-Final.pdf
(2017).
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watched television programme of 2017.2

From species loss to plastic in the world’s oceans, the public want
greater action.”* So a greater emphasis on global nature conservation
in UK international aid spending would not only address criticism, but
enliven public support.

Focus of this report

This report argues that there is a compelling case for Britain to lead
international efforts to halt the destruction of global habitats and
wildlife, as part of the Government’s post-Brexit ‘Global Britain’ strategy.
It argues that UK’s substantial international aid budget and institutional
expertise could and should be better used for global nature conservation.

The report is structured as follows:

B Chapter Two examines how the UK’s international aid spending has
been spent on global nature conservation, including what has been

successful and unsuccessful.

m  Chapter Three outlines how the UK can lead international efforts
on global nature conservation by significant reforms to the UK'’s
international aid spending and policies.

23. Clarisse Loughrey, “’Blue Planet’ most watched show of 2017 as top 10 announced”, The Independent,
11 January, 2018.

24. Sam Hall, “Green conservatives? Understanding what the conservatives think about the
environment”, 7.
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Chapter 2: UK’s current
commitments to international
aid and global nature
conservation

The last chapter demonstrated that fragility of the natural world not only
threatens the flora and fauna for which we are custodians, but the future
prosperity of communities — especially the poorest ones —around the world.
It also demonstrated the opportunities for the UK in saving global nature.

This chapter examines in detail how UK international aid spending
has been spent on global nature conservation in the past and what has
been successful and unsuccessful. It argues that while the UK is a global
leader in international development, this leadership has not translated
into significant investments in global nature conservation. The UK’s
approach - and DFID’s in particular - is dated and fails to achieve the
broader objectives of collective global action on sustainability.

Current international aid spending

The UK is a world-leader in supporting international development, both
financially and through technical assistance. The UK is the only member
of the G7 to have met the UN target of delivering 0.7% of Gross National
Income (GNI) in Official Development Assistance (ODA) spending, which
is commonly called ‘international aid spending’. Box 2.1 explains the
0.7% international aid target.
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Box 2.1 The 0.7% international aid target.

The International Development (Official Development Assistance
Target) Act 2015 enshrined in law the spending of 0.7% as a
percentage of GNI on international aid for each subsequent
calendar year. GNI is Gross Domestic Product plus net receipts
from abroad of salaries and of property income, plus net taxes and
subsidies receivable from abroad. The budget therefore fluctuates
annually in line with changes to the size of the economy.

The Act also requires the International Development Secretary
to provide an annual report detailing international aid spending,
including an independent evaluation of the extent to which ODA
represents value for money. Reporting is done according to the
International Development (Reporting and Transparency) Act
2006, and includes the following: amount of bilateral aid; amount
of multilateral aid; amount of debt relief; and amount of cancelled
export credits.

The UK’s ODA spending was equivalent to a total of almost £14 billion
in 2017 (see Table 2.1, below).? The UK is now the third largest aid donor
in the world, after both the United States of America and Germany.?

The UK is also a major contributor to the multilateral aid system, with
approximately 37% of UK ODA going to multilateral agencies in 2016.
Including bilateral (country-specific) aid that is given to multilateral
agencies to manage, approximately 55% of UK ODA was spent through
multilateral agencies in 2016 (and in some years as high as 60%).
Consequently, the UK is the single largest contributor to the multilateral

25. Department for International Development, “Statistics on international development: provisional UK
aid spend 2017”, https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/statistics-on-international-development-
provisional-uk-aid-spend-2017/statistics-on-international-development-provisional-uk-aid-spend-2017
(2018).

26. OECD, “Multilateral aid 2015: better partnerships for a post-2015 world”, http://dx.doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264235212-en (2015).
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aid system; more than the United States of America or Germany.

The majority (over 70%) of UK ODA is spent through the DFID, but
other departments have taken on administering parts of the ODA
budget, especially as it has increased. This includes the Department
for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy (BEIS) (for climate change
programs), DEFRA (for biodiversity and climate change programmes),
and the FCO.

DFID has deliberately sought to limit its expenditure on
administration, reducing costs from £14.8 million in 2010 to £97 million
in 2016, or less than 1% of the department’s budget.” At the same time
the ODA budget grew by more than 50% during this period. The desire
to limit DFID administration costs is one reason why the UK is such a
major contributor to the multilateral international aid system.

27. National Audit Office, “A short guide to the Department for International Development”, https://
www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/A-Short-Guide-to-the-Department-for-International-
Development.pdf (2017).
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Table 2.1. UK spending on ODA from 2010 to 2017 (£ million)

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

ODA 8,529 8,629 8,802 11,424 11,700 12,136 13,381 13.933
ODA/GNI ratio 0.57% 0.56% 0.56% 0.70% 0.70% 0.70% 0.70% 0.70%
Biodiversity share?® 79 109% 56 56 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Biodiversity share 0.93% 1.26% 0.64% 0.49% N/A N/A N/A N/A
as % of ODA

Spend by department (not exhaustive):

DFID 7,463 7,722 7,624 10,016 10,084 9,772 9,871 10,105
DECC / BEIS 260 144 288 408 195 527 696 769
DEFRA 0 0 22 40 57 57 66 67
Spend by delivery channel:

Bilateral ODA 5,190 5,260 5,560 6,721 6,822 7,664 8,534 8,698
(bilateral ODA spent

through multilaterals) 1,921 1,776 1,879 2,336 2,141 2,153 2,549 N/A
Multilateral ODA 3,339 3,369 3,242 4,686 4,878 4,473 4,843 5234
% multilateral 62% 60% 58% 62% 60% 55% 55% N/A
Source: Department for International Development, “Statistics at DFID”, https://www.gov.uk/government/ isations/department-
for-international-develog about/statistics (2018).

The international framework

The relationship between nature and societal outcomes is integrated
into the United Nations (UN) Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs),
which have been described as a ‘survival strategy’ for a planet whose
human population, by 2025, is forecast to have quadrupled in less than

a century.*

The SDGs were adopted by consensus by the UN General Assembly
in 2015, with substantial input and support from the UK, as a global

28. G7 Accountability Working Group, “G7 Elmau Progress Report: biodiversity - a vital foundation for
sustainable development”, https://www.bmz.de/g7/includes/Downloadarchiv/G7-Elmau-Progress-
Report-2015-Biodiversity-A-vital-foundation-for-sustainable-development.pdf (2015).

29. Global Environment Facility disbursement year. Inter-annual variability in biodiversity
disbursements is due to a number of different factors, including programme funding cycles.

30. Max Roser, “World population growth”, https://ourworldindata.org/world-population-growth
(2017).
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framework for sustainable development until 2030.* The SDGs are
designed to be applicable to, and have been adopted by, every country
on the planet. They succeeded the Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs), which were adopted in 2000.

The MDGs were too limited on a specific set of targets, most of which
are associated with poverty or social services (health and education
in particular), and adopted a narrow view of human or sustainable
development. Aspects initially not covered by the MDGs include human
rights, governance, peace and security, the environment and biodiversity,
and inclusive, sustainable and resilient development.* Environmental
conservation considerations, including climate change, were the focus of
only one of the targets, which was only added in 2007. Arguably this is the
MDG target where the least progress was made, given the accelerating
rate of global climate change, forest and biodiversity loss.

These critiques of the MDGs led to a significant shift in the international
development agenda in the 2010s, which culminated in the global
adoption of the SDGs in 2015.%* The SDGs include 17 goals and 169 targets.
The SDGs, in contrast to the MDGs, include goals relating explicitly to
the protection and sustainable use of life below water and on land, as
well as combatting climate change. This includes a focus on responsible
consumption (SDG12 Responsible Consumption and Production),
climate change (SDG13 Climate Action), marine biodiversity (SDG14 Life
below Water), and terrestrial biodiversity (SDG15 Life on Land).** They
are deliberately written to be inter-connected, so that development goals
should not be addressed in isolation from environmental goals.

The SDGs, similar to the MDGs, also include objectives targeting

31. United Nations Sustainable Development, “Division for Sustainable Development Goals”, https://
sustainabledevelopment.un.org/about (2018).

32. United Nations, “Review of the contributions of the MDG Agenda to foster development: lessons for
the post-2015 UN Development Agenda”, http://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/pdf/mdg_assessment_Aug.
pdf (2012).

33. Global Goals for Sustainable Development, “The Global Goals”, https://www.globalgoals.org (2018).
34. United Nations Sustainable Development, “Division for Sustainable Development Goals” (2018).
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poverty, health, education, and gender equality.

The UK approach to sustainability in international
aid spending

The evolving understanding of the pressures facing human society that
is reflected in the shift from MDGs to SDGs is not, however, reflected yet
in the UK’s ODA spending.

The specific focus of UK ODA and DFID’s mandate is defined under
the International Development Act 2002 as ‘poverty reduction’ and
‘sustainable development’. To its credit, DFID has become a recognised
leader in supporting poverty reduction in the world’s least developed
and most fragile countries. Yet it has focused much more on the poverty
reduction objective than sustainable development.

The origins of the lack of prioritisation of global nature conservation in
ODA can be traced back to the International Development Act 2002. Prior
to this, DFID (then the Overseas Development Administration) had been
at the forefront of African wildlife conservation, pioneering large-scale
linked conservation and development projects in the 1980s. The Overseas
Development Administration also championed community-based
wildlife management in Africa in the 1990s with significant successes.®

The establishment of DFID in the late 1990s and the redefinition of
UK ODA in the International Development Act 2002 led to a significant
reduction of UK support for global nature conservation. DFID’s capacity
in this area has fallen considerably, and DFID now only has a handful
of staff focused on international biodiversity, forestry or marine
conservation issues.

DFID channels the vast majority of its funding selectively to those SDGs

35. Marshall W. Murphree, “Wildlife in sustainable development: approaches to community
participation”, https://opendocs.ids.ac.uk/opendocs/ds2/stream/?#/documents/42054/page/1 (1996).
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that align with a much narrower MDG focus.*® The UK’s spending on the
issues reflected in SDGs 14 and 15, which relate to life below water and
on land, remains modest compared to US and other bilateral European
Government contributions.

It is time for DFID to acknowledge that the livelihoods of over eight
billion people can only be assured if they are environmentally sustainable,
and adapt its strategy to fully include these specific SDGs:

m  “Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources
for sustainable development” (SDG 14);%

m  “Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of terrestrial
ecosystems, sustainably manage forests, combat desertification,
and halt and reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss”
(SDG15).%

The future of humanity is linked inextricably to that of the millions of
other species, great and small, with which we share the planet. That
understanding must now supersede the false dichotomy seemingly
embraced by DFID of humans existing in isolation from the rest of life
on earth.

Current efforts to support global nature
conservation using international aid spending

Despite the UK’s continued and impressive commitment to a growing ODA
budget, global nature has been largely forgotten, including as a component
of poverty reduction and sustainable development efforts. The Government’s
own reports highlight the insignificance of spending on global nature

36. UK Stakeholders for Sustainable Development, “DFID's approach to the SDGs in the UK and
beyond”, https://www.ukssd.co.uk/Blog/dfids-approach-to-the-sdgs (2017).

37. United Nations Sustainable Development, “Sustainable development goal 14”, https://
sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdgl4 (2018).

38. United Nations Sustainable Development, “Sustainable development goal 15”, https://
sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdgl5 (2018).
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conservation in the wider international aid budget. Funding between 2010-
2013 (the last period for which formal government figures are available) on
global biodiversity conservation averaged £75 million per annum, including
both bilateral and multilateral sources.® This figure represents only 0.5% of
the current annual ODA budget.

Contribution to multilateral sources

The UK is a major contributor to multilateral funds, particularly the
GEF. The GEF was set up in 1992 as the funding instrument to tackle
urgent global environmental concerns, including biodiversity.*® Since
then, it has provided over $20 billion in grants across all sectors and has
leveraged a further $88 billion in financing for thousands of projects in
hundreds of countries.* In April 2018, the UK pledged to provide £20
million per year of funding to the biodiversity focal area of GEF over the
next four years (or £80 million over 2018-2022). The funding came from
a total £250 million commitment to the GEF over the four years (or £75
million per year). This was an increase on the £210 million provided in
total over the previous four year period, 2014-2018 (of which around £61
million or £15 million per year would have been for biodiversity).*

The money allocated to the GEF in the most recent spending round has
been earmarked to protect 600 million hectares of terrestrial and marine
habitats, and to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 1.6 billion metric

39. G7 Accountability Working Group, “G7 EImau Progress Report: biodiversity - a vital foundation for
sustainable development”, https://www.bmz.de/g7/includes/Downloadarchiv/G7-Elmau-Progress-Report-
2015-Biodiversity-A-vital-foundation-for-sustainable-development.pdf (2015); World Bank Group,
“Analysis of international funding to tackle illegal wildlife trade”, https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/
handle/10986/25340 (2016).

40. Global Environment Facility, “About us”, https://www.thegef.org/about-us (2018).

41. Tbid.

42. BusinessGreen, "Global Environment Facility: UK ups international green funding to

£250m", https://www.businessgreen.com/bg/news/3031222/global-environment-facility-uk-ups-
international-green-funding-to-gbp250m (2018); Global Environment Facility, "GEF-7 replenishment:
GEF-7 resource allocation scenarios and global environmental benefits targets”, https://www.thegef.
org/sites/default/files/ council-meeting documents/GEF7%20Resource%20Allocation%20and %20
Targets%20-%20GEF_R.7_22. pdf (2018).

31



Saving global nature

tonnes.*® Historically, the GEF has supported a variety of projects which
have bolstered biodiversity in some of the world’s least well-off countries
- including the establishment of marine protected zones on the coasts of
Namibia,** and nature conservation areas in Mali,*> amongst others.*®

The UK is also a major donor to the EU development budget, which also
includes a component on biodiversity, and this probably averages £10-15

million per year.

The GEF and EU contributions made up about half of the estimated £75
million the UK spent per year on global nature through ODA between
2010 and 2013.* The remainder is then made up of other contributions
to international initiatives and organisations, contributions to DFID
programmes, and the initiatives managed by DEFRA (described below).

Box 2.2. Does ODA expenditure on nature meet the requirements
of the International Development Act 2002 and the International
Development (Official Development Assistance Target) Act 2015?

The International Development Act 2002 permits the Secretary
of State for International Development to provide “development
assistance” or “humanitarian assistance”. The Secretary of State may
provide development assistance if “satisfied that the provision of the
assistance is likely to contribute to a reduction in poverty”.

43. Department for International Development, “UK increases commitment to protect oceans

from plastics and fight illegal wildlife trade”, https://www.gov.uk/government/news/uk-increases-
commitment-to-protect-oceans-from-plastics-and-fight-illegal-wildlife-trade (2018).

44. World Bank Group, “Implementation completion and results report on a grant from the Global
Environment Facility Trust Fund in the amount of US$4.9 million and an additional grant from the
Global Environment Facility in the amount of US$1.92 million to the Republic of Namibia for a Namibian
coast conservation and management project”, https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/project_
documents/4669_P128511_ICR_0.pdf (2016).

45. World Bank Group, “Implementation completion and results report on a grant form the Global
Environment Facility Trust Fund in the amount of US$5.50 million to the Republic of Mali for a

Gourma biodiversity conservation project”, https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/project_
documents/1253-P052402_Mali_ICR_0.pdf (2013).

46. Global Environment Facility, “Projects”, https://www.thegef.org/projects (2018).

47. G7 Accountability Working Group, “G7 ElImau Progress Report: biodiversity - a vital foundation for
sustainable development”, https://www.bmz.de/g7/includes/Downloadarchiv/G7-Elmau-Progress-
Report-2015-Biodiversity-A-vital-foundation-for-sustainable-development.pdf (2015).
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“Development assistance” is defined as assistance provided to
i)”‘further sustainable development” or ii) “improve the welfare
of the population [beyond the UK]”. “Sustainable development” is
then defined as that which “in the opinion of the Secretary of State
[is] prudent having regard to the likelihood of its generating lasting
benefits for the population”.

Development assistance may, therefore, include spending on the
environment, under the justification that environmental spending
contributes to sustainable development, in particular benefiting the
population through maintenance of global public goods and services.
As we have seen in this report, DFID (and other departments such as
DEFRA) already spend ODA on the environment and that is justified
on this basis.

The International Development (Official Development Assistance
Target) Act 2015 establishes the duty of the Secretary of State to ensure
that the UK meets the 0.7% of GNI target for ODA. It did not delve into
the categorisation or mechanics of ODA giving. On that basis the 2015
Act does not alter any guidance on what constitutes ODA and how it
can be allocated as the 2015 Act does not deal with these details.

Contribution to bilateral sources

UK bilateral aid to global nature conservation is very limited. Current
DFID biodiversity initiatives are generally focused on mainstreaming
environmental concerns into development programmes, in keeping
with the overall focus of DFID on poverty alleviation, sometimes through
international organisations. Examples have included the UN Poverty and
the Environment Initiative (to which the UK contributed £4 million),
the World Bank Wealth Accounting and Valuation of Ecosystem Services
partnership (contribution £1.9 million) and the Ecosystem Services and
Poverty Alleviation (ESPA) program which was implemented through the
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UK Research Councils (to which DFID contributed £30 million over 9
years). DFID also counts a portion of the UK International Climate Fund
(ICF) (see Box 2.3 below) forestry projects as contributing to biodiversity.
In general, although valuable initiatives, global nature conservation is
invariably the secondary objective in these programmes.

Two excellent small-scale programmes, managed by DEFRA rather
than DFID, do focus on global nature conservation, and demonstrate the
potential of UK funding and expertise to have a transformative impact.
Projects supported by these two initiatives must support “sustainable
development in developing countries for the reduction of poverty” to
qualify as ODA.*®

The Darwin Initiative, launched at the 1992 Earth Summit and
administered by DEFRA, has been a groundbreaking source of funding
and support for biodiversity conservation in developing countries. It has
a relatively small annual budget - awarding an average of £5.6 million
per annum since 1992*° - with a typical project lasting for up to three
years and costing approximately £100,000 per annum.* The initiative
is administered by the Darwin Expert Committee, which consists of
experts from government, academia, science, and the private sector.

The success of the Darwin Initiative was then replicated by the
launch of the Illegal Wildlife Trade Challenge Fund at the 2014
London Conference on the Illegal Wildlife Trade.” The Challenge
Fund supports efforts to tackle the illegal wildlife trade (IWT), and
in doing so contributes to sustainable development in developing

48. Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, “Illegal Wildlife Trade Challenge Fund guidance
notes for applicants - round 5”, https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/708871/illegal-wildlife-trade-challenge-fund-guidance-round5.pdf (2018).
49. Amy Duthie, “Celebrating 25 years of the Darwin Initiative”, https://www.fauna-flora.org/news/
celebrating-25-years-darwin-initiative (2017).

50. Darwin Initiative, “Guidance notes for applicants - round 25”, https://assets.publishing.service.gov.
uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/709476/darwin-initiative-guidance-
round-25.pdf (2018).

51. Gov.uk, “Illegal Wildlife Trade (IWT) Challenge Fund”, https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/
illegal-wildlife-trade-iwt-challenge-fund (2018).
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countries. Like the Darwin Initiative, a committee of experts advise
government Ministers, and make funding recommendations.

Alegacy of both of these initiatives has been continuing demand from
partnercountriesforBritishhelpandexpertiseinaddressingglobalnature
conservationchallenges. However, thisdemandforexpertise,andfunding,
through the Darwin and Illegal Wildlife Trade Challenge Fund model, is
not matched by the required funding. Total government funding across
both initiatives is less than £13 million per annum, despite the scalability
of this approach and, by the HM Treasury’s own assessment, the value for

money it provides.*

Box 2.3. International Climate Finance

Although UK support for global biodiversity conservation through
international aid spending is extremely low, the UK has been a
major contributor to international climate finance for the last
decade. This experience provides a model that could be applied to
the biodiversity and nature conservation sector.

Under the 2015 UN Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC) Paris Agreements, developed countries reaffirmed the
commitment to mobilise $100 billion a year in climate finance by
2020, and agreed to continue mobilising finance at the level of $100
billion a year until 2025.%

In 2010, the then Prime Minister, the Rt Hon David Cameron,
launched the International Climate Fund (ICF), as part of the UK
contribution towards international climate finance goals.>* The ICF
is a cross-departmental fund managed by DFID, DEFRA and BEIS,

52. HM Treasury communication to the Darwin Expert Committee.

53. United Nations Climate Change, “The Paris Agreement”, https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/
the-paris-agreement/the-paris-agreement (2018).

54. Prime Minister’s Office, 10 Downing Street, “UK joins new international clean energy initiative”,
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/uk-joins-new-international-clean-energy-initiative (2015).
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which originally had a commitment of £3.87 billion from the ODA
budget over the period 2011 to 2016. The ICF was then re-committed
in 2015, with £5.8 billion from the ODA budget between 2016
and 2021.%

The ICF is dedicated to funding both climate change adaptation
and mitigation efforts. Within this, there are strong arguments for
significant support for forests, because deforestation and land-
use change accounts for 12% of global greenhouse gas emissions,
and action on forests and land-use could make up to 37% of the
emissions reductions needed to meet the 2015 Paris climate goals
through to 2030.” Consequently, the UK has been a prominent
advocate for global action on deforestation and land-use, both
through the UNFCCC and the Amsterdam Group of European
countries which pledged to develop sustainable agricultural supply
chains (consisting also of Denmark, France, Germany, Italy, the
Netherlands, Norway).?®

The precise UK financial commitment to forests is unclear, since
the ICF replenishment did not have a specific target. For the first
phase of the ICF (2011-2016) approximately 20% of the funds were to
be spent on forests. If this 20% target is maintained in the second ICF
phase (2016-2021), the annual UK allocation would be £240 million

55. Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy, Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
and Department for International Development”, https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/international-
climate-fund/international-climate-fund (2018); Carbon Brief, “Mapped: How UK foreign aid is spent on

climate change”, https://www.carbonbrief.org/mapped-how-uk-foreign-aid-is-spent-climate-change (2017);
Independent Commission for Aid Impact, “The UK’s International Climate Fund”, https://icai.independent.gov.
uk/wp-content/uploads/ICAI-Report-International-Climate-Fund.pdf (2014); National Audit Office, “Briefing for
the House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee: aid and the environment”, https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2010/08/Environmental_Protection.pdf (2010); Climate Funds Update, “Global climate finance
architecture”, https://climatefundsupdate.org/global-climate-finance-architecture/ (2018).

56. Corinne Le Quéré et al., “Global carbon budget 2017”, Earth System Science Data, Vol. 10 (2018),
405-448.

57. Bronson W. Griscom et al., “Natural climate solutions”, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,
Vol. 114 (2017), 11645-11650.

58. Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands, “EU and global value chains”, https://www.euandgvc.
nl (2018).
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per annum, making the UK one of the largest funders of this sector,
along with Germany, Norway and the USA.* The ICF forests funding
hasaclear development objective as action to mitigate global climate
change will benefit everyone. The ICF explicitly recognises that
eradicating poverty and addressing climate change are interlinked:
we cannot address one without the other.®® Equivalent arguments
can and should be made for global nature conservation.

However, independent analysis suggests a number of limitations
with the ICF forest funds.® The ICF is an ambitious attempt to
provide support for international climate action at a ‘whole of
government’ level, drawing upon the strength of the relevant
Whitehall departments, bringing together the development
expertise of DFID with the sector experience of BEIS and DEFRA,
as well as the FCO and the Treasury. However, establishing a cross-
Whitehall fund using ODA requires investments in staffing and
capacity for implementation, that have not been fully realised.

DEFRA and BEIS in particular have not had staff located in
the relevant countries to help to plan, programme and manage
investments, and have therefore been reliant either upon interest
from DFID (which does have country presence, but has often not
been forthcoming) or alternative delivery partners such as the
multilateral development banks or private sector. Consequently,
approximately two-thirds of UK money for the forests identified
through the ICF has in fact been contributed through multilateral
funds, such as the World Bank, the aforementioned Global
Environment Facility (GEF), and the Green Climate Fund (GCF),

59. Marigold Norman, “Better data can help international forest finance flow”, https://www.odi.org/
comment/9879-better-data-can-help-international-forest-finance-flow (2015).

60. Gov.uk. “International Climate Finance”, https://www.gov.uk/guidance/international-climate-
finance (2018).

61. ICAI, “The UK’s International Climate Fund”, https://icai.independent.gov.uk/report/uks-
international-climate-fund/ (2014).
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which is the mechanism established under the UNFCCC to manage
the anticipated $100 billion a year for climate finance.®

Despite the UK's commitments on forests through the ICF,
additional investments in global wildlife and nature conservation
are needed. Global wildlife or nature conservation is seldom
seen as an explicit objective of forests and land-use programmes.
Without a dedicated focus on the management of key landscapes
for both wildlife and people, the global decline of biodiversity
will be irrevocable, and forests will not play their full role in
mitigating climate change. Any future UK commitment to global
nature should therefore be additional to, rather than a replacement
of, these critical efforts to address deforestation and land-use
change, and the contributions to global climate change goals. A
future additional UK commitment to global wildlife or nature
conservation can also learn lessons from the ICF experience of
establishing a major ODA fund managed by multiple government
departments, and augment the ICF as part of making ODA work for
global nature conservation.

Comparing multilateral and bilateral programmes

As outlined earlier in this chapter, a significant proportion of UK ODA
is spent via multilateral agencies. The UK is the largest contributor
in the world to multilateral funds, a necessity in part driven by the
need to reduce administrative expenditure and meet the 0.7% of GNI
target annually. Working through multilateral organisations reduces
the opportunity for this country to project soft power through UK-
sponsored aid.

A reliance upon multilateral funds have consequences which have

62. Green Climate Fund, “Projects + programmes”, https://www.greenclimate.fund/home (2018).
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been identified by various Independent Commission for Aid Impact
(ICAD reviews.®

A 2015 ICAI review said that considerable improvements in DFID’s
overall investments in multilateral funds could be made.** In particular,
the long planning timeframes for multilateral funds - and complex and
time-consuming disbursement procedures — make it very hard to assess
the impact of multilateral investments. The ICAI has also found that
DFID’s selection of delivery partners in multilateral funds is not always
evidence-based, and has criticised DFID for ‘light touch’ and variable
oversight of delivery partners. Finally, using multilateral institutions
may keep DFID administration costs low, but simply outsources the
administration costs to the multilateral agencies, whose administration
costs may be much greater. As a consequence, the ICAI has recommended
that DFID and the ICF in particular should work through a wider range
of delivery partners (including bilateral investments), with a stronger
understanding of their comparative advantages.

The bilateral programmes which the UK does manage for itself do tend
tobe more resource intensive to implement and manage, but nonetheless
deliver more direct benefits, relative to programmes overseen by
multilateral institutions. This is true of DEFRA's Darwin Initiative and
the IWT Challenge Fund. As shown above, large bilateral programmes do
not exist for biodiversity, but there are a few examples of UK bilateral
support for forests, under the ICF. DFID’s Forest, Governance, Markets
and Climate programme (FGMC) programme has a budget of £250
million over 10 years (until 2021) and has had a significant impact on
forest governance and the promotion of legal timber trade worldwide .

63. ICAI, “How DFID works with multilaterals to achieve impact”, https://icai.independent.gov.uk/
wp-content/uploads/ICAI-Report-How-DFID-works-with-multilateral-agencies-to-achieve-impact.pdf
(2015); ICALI, “ICATI follow-up of: How DFID works with multilateral agencies”, https://icai.independent.
gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/ICAI-Follow-up-Multilateras.pdf (2017).

64. ICAI, “How DFID works with multilaterals to achieve impact” (2015), 1.

65. UK Aid, “Development Tracker: forest governance, markets and climate”, https://devtracker.dfid.
gov.uk/projects/GB-1-201724/ (2018).
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The announcement about the final 3-year phase of FGMC was made
by the Prime Minister, the Rt Hon Theresa May MP, at the One Planet

Summit in Paris in December 2017.%

As an example of a country-level bilateral UK initiative, the UK Climate
Change Unit (UKCCU) in Indonesia is a DFID-managed £32.5 million
program, that supports forest governance reform, reductions in illegal
timber and action on greenhouse gas emissions from deforestation.
This is again funded under the ICF. UKCCU again has performed well
in independent assessments, and could be a model for UK engagement
where environment and development priorities warrant UK support.

Comparison with other donor countries

Comparisons with other G7 and EU countries reveal that the
UK’s leadership on development more broadly is not being harnessed
in global nature conservation efforts. The 2015 G7 progress report
ranked the UK as amongst the lowest contributors to international
biodiversity conservation across the G7 and the EU, on a par with
Canada and Italy.*’

The most authoritative global database on bilateral aid is maintained
by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD). The OECD requires all Development Assistance Committee
(DAC) countries to report donor aid, using standard markers, including
reporting against the major environmental conventions (such as

biodiversity).®® There are 30 DAC countries, which comprise the major

66. Prime Minister’s Office, 10 Downing Street, “PM announces new measures to tackle effects and
causes of climate change”, https://www.gov.uk/government/news/pm-announces-new-measures-to-
tackle-effects-and-causes-of-climate-change (2017).

67. G7 Accountability Working Group, “G7 Elmau Progress Report: biodiversity - a vital foundation for
sustainable development”, https://www.bmz.de/g7/includes/Downloadarchiv/G7-Elmau-Progress-
Report-2015-Biodiversity-A-vital-foundation-for-sustainable-development.pdf (2015); World Bank
Group, “Analysis of international funding to tackle illegal wildlife trade”, https://openknowledge.
worldbank.org/handle/10986/25340 (2016).

68. OECD, “Aid activities targeting global environmental objectives”, http://stats.oecd.org/Index.
aspx?Queryld=42232&lang=en (2018).
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developed economies (for example Australia, Canada, European states
and the EU, New, Zealand South Korea and the USA).*® OECD divides
ODA commitments into projects for which biodiversity is the principal
objective, those for which biodiversity is a significant objective but not
the primary objective (examples might include climate change projects),
and unrelated projects. International comparisons of expenditure on

biodiversity via bilateral funds is outlined in Chart 2.1 below.

69. OECD, “DAC members”, https://www.oecd.org/dac/dacmembers.htm (2018).
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Chart 2.1 shows that over the last ten years, Germany and the USA have
emerged as two of the largest bilateral funders of biodiversity globally. They
each provide on average around $600-700 million per annum of ODA, for
which the principal objective is biodiversity over the past five years (2011-
2015). Germany has made a very public commitment to maintain spending
on biodiversity at €500 million per annum, a target which was first reached
in 2011, and is expected to be maintained.” During the same period, the EU
and France have both scaled-up their support, and account for $150-$250
million per annum of biodiversity ODA each. The European Commission’s
latest seven-year (2014-2021) budget earmarked €1 billion for biodiversity
and ecosystems, including wildlife conservation, or around €140 million

per annum.”

Conclusion

For years now, the UK is has excelled in efforts to support the agenda of
international development. Britain is alone in the G7 as the only member
to have met the UN target of spending 0.7% of GNI on ODA, and is the
third largest bilateral donor in the world, after the USA and Germany.
Despite this, the UK does not match other developed countries in terms

of commitment to spending on global nature conservation.

This fact ought to be surprising - given Britain’s rich historical legacy
of biodiversity conservation. At its disposal is an unparalleled network of
conservation organisations and research institutes, which have helped
to craft some of the world’s most important international environmental

agreements.

70. Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development of Germany and the Federal Ministry
for the Environment, Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety of Germany, “Committed to
biodiversity: Germany’s international cooperation in support of the Convention on Biological Diversity
for Sustainable Development”, https://www.cbd.int/financial/2017docs/germany-commitment2016.
pdf (2016).

71. European Commission, “European Union support for sustainable use and conservation of nature in
developing countries”, https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/european-union-support-sustainable-use-and-
conservation-nature-developing-countries_en (2016).
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The UK has yet to realign its ODA portfolio to address the new goals and
targets identified by the SDGs. By contrast, over the last five to ten years,
other major donor countries have repositioned significant portions of
their ODA budgets to support global efforts on biodiversity and nature
conservation. The UK could and should do the same. How to do this is the
focus of Chapter Three.
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Chapter 3: Aligning UK ODA
with global nature conservation

In the previous chapter, we examined how UK ODA has been spent on
global nature conservation in the past and what has been successful and
unsuccessful. In this chapter, we argue that there should be a significant
increase in the amount of additional funding available annually for
global nature conservation through ODA spending, and also changes
to how new and existing funds are spent so they can be much more
impactful.

The principle of “being the first generation to leave the natural
environment in a better state than we found it”, as the new 25-year
Environment Plan from Government states, should be extended from
domestic policy to our foreign policy too. Conserving global nature -
through bilateral and multilateral programmes - should be an essential
part of this country’s post-Brexit ‘Global Britain’ strategy.

Properly funding global nature conservation

In 2017, UK ODA was just under £14 billion.”” The UK ODA budget is
expected to grow in real terms to around £14.6 billion by 2020."

72. Department for International Development, “The aid budget only goes up as the UK economy
grows”, https://dfidnews.blog.gov.uk/2018/04/06/the-aid-budget-only-goes-up-as-the-uk-economy-
grows/ (2018).

73. Sonya Krutikova and Ross Warwick, “The changing landscape of UK aid”, https://www.ifs.org.uk/
uploads/publications/bns/BN204.pdf (2017).
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The mechanics of meeting the commitment of 0.7% of GNI annually
has resulted in some poor decision-making. One example identified by
the National Audit Office (NAO) of how year-end accounting priorities
determine UK ODA allocations to multilaterals was when DFID was £50
million short of achieving its targets in October 2015 and so planned to
address thisbyincreasingits contribution to the World Bank International
Development Association (IDA) to £84 million.™ In December 2015 DFID
further revised this upwards to £99 million to meet its year-end target.”
The legal imperative to meet an arbitrary target and the rushed nature of
this spending decision meant that the opportunity to project soft power
through UK-branded aid, and to support projects and priorities that the
UK public support, was lost.

Although we have seen a very small amount of UK ODA spent on
global nature conservation, for the most part - as the previous chapter
demonstrated - this has actually been spent very well. But spending
the current allocation better can only achieve so much. Consequently,
what must change first is the total amount of money available for global
nature conservation. The importance of this task requires a much more
substantial investment. At the very least, £1 billion per year of additional
funding for global nature conservation should be made available from
2020, which is when the next Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR)
cycle starts. This should rise to at least 10% of UK ODA by 2025. This
new ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’ could be funded through a
combination of organic growth in the ODA budget (as the economy grows)
and by ending ad hoc contributions to multilateral institutions.

In the context of the current ODA budget and the projected growth
in the budget as a result of economic growth, funding for this proposed
‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’ is perfectly doable. It would not

74. National Audit Office, “Managing the Official Development Assistance target — a report on progress”,
https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/Managing-the-Official-development-Assistance-
target-a-report-on-progress.pdf (2017), 46.

75. Ibid.
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reduce current bilateral funding or core multilateral funding. The only
real cost is not handing over more money to multilaterals because the
UK does not know what to do with it itself at the end of the financial year.

DEFRA should host the proposed 'Global Nature Conservation' Fund.
DEFRA is responsible for implementing and administering many of
the UK’s international agreements that relate to biodiversity, including
the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), the Convention on
International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora
(CITES), and the Convention on Migratory Species (CMS). DEFRA also
leads on Commonwealth environment initiatives for the UK. In addition,
DEFRA's recently published 25-year Environment Plan included a pledge
to protect and improve the global environment and details specific
planned action on improving global supply chain sustainability, tackling
deforestation, and leading efforts to improve international biodiversity.”
The department should be given the resources to fund and deliver these

international commitments.

What is more, as outlined in Chapter Two, DEFRA is already host to
successful nature-focused ODA programmes such as the Darwin Initiative
and the Illegal Wildlife Trade Challenge Fund. It has policy and delivery
expertise in nature conservation, both domestically and internationally.

It would be efficient if DEFRA is given the resources to fund and deliver
all these international commitments, including the new proposed ‘Global
Nature Conservation Fund’.

Enhancing these institutional capabilities in DEFRA will enable existing
centres of expertise to do more, particularly given the small size of the
existing Darwin Initiative budget relative to its potential impact. It would
also enable DEFRA to meet the frequent requests for technical assistance
from developing country governments on environmental policy.

76. HM Government, “A green future: our 25 year plan to improve the environment”, https://assets.
publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/693158/25-year-
environment-plan.pdf (2018), 110.
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The new funding through the proposed ‘Global Nature Conservation
Fund’ will deliver important development benefits, by creating
sustainable livelihoods and alleviating poverty in areas with important
biodiversity and habitats. As Figures 3.1 and 3.2 illustrate, many of the
placeswith the greatest need for nature fundingare in the Commonwealth
and/or are developing countries, particularly Least Developed Countries
(LDGs), that overlap with biodiversity hotspots.
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Saving global nature

Priorities for the proposed ‘Global Nature
Conservation Fund’

Additional money should be deployed on a small number of global
nature conservation issues that resonate with the public’s priorities and
which support existing areas of UK expertise and leadership.

‘We propose that at least £1 billion annually should be made available for
this fund and recommend that it be spent in the following compelling areas:

m  Establish and support the effective management of new and
existing marine and terrestrial ‘Commonwealth Parks’ with at
least £200 million per year. These parks would support new or
existing protected areas across developing countries within the
Commonwealth. Grants could support a wide range of global nature
conservation activities, from better enforcement to sustainable
livelihood creation. Grants would be made on a three- to five-year
renewable basis and would be designed to encourage landscape
approaches to conservation, including, but not limited to, formally
designated protected areas. It could also support transboundary
parks that straddle two or more jurisdictions.

The threats facing protected areas and their surrounding landscapes
are increasing, including from the illegal wildlife trade, resource
extraction, land use change, infrastructure development and climate
change. Simultaneously, the areas gazetted for protection have
increased to meet the CBD Aichi Target 11 (that by 2020 protected areas
should increase to 17% of all global land areas and 10% of all ocean and
coastal areas). Funding therefore needs to increase commensurately
to ensure that a larger global protected area estate can effectively
conserve nature and contribute to sustainable livelihood creation in
the face of increased threats.

B Protect critical corridors for iconic mammal, bird and marine
species with at least £200 million per year. Conservation corridors
are fundamental to the survival of key species and require a joined-

50



Aligning UK ODA with global nature conservation

up approach across multiple jurisdictions including in land use
planning, education, livelihood creation, enforcement, monitoring
and research. These corridors are a critically important approach for
protecting nature but are currently underutilised.

A limited number of corridors could be prioritised and these could
include: the African-Eurasian and the East Atlantic flyways that
bring migratory bird species to the UK (such as the turtle dove and
nightingale); corridors in East Africa to support elephant populations;
a rhino corridor between South Africa and Botswana; a Pangolin
corridor between Uganda and Malawi; a tiger corridor in the Central
Forest Spine of Peninsula Malaysia, northern Myanmar and/or the
Western or Easter Forest Complex in Thailand; a jaguar corridor in
Latin America; marine corridors for sharks and rays, whales, turtles
and dugongs; and connecting and protecting swaths of coral reef
habitats in the Commonwealth to enhance resilience.

m (Create new results-based payment mechanisms to fund the
restoration, conservation or enhancement of natural ecosystems at
scale with at least £250 million per year. These results-based payment
contracts would directly commission measurable improvements to global
nature at lowest cost through market-based mechanisms and/or reverse
auctions. These mechanisms would be designed to pay for outcomes
at a landscape scale. Existing standards for measuring outcomes could
be used, for example REDD+,” and new ones could be developed for
different environmental outcomes.

Creating cash flows to underpin conservation outcomes and allocating
these efficiently through markets and auctions to landscape scale
projects and programmes will deliver outcomes more efficiently
and help crowd-in a variety of different funding providers, thereby

77. REDD+ is ‘Reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation and the role of
conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in
developing countries’, see: Convention on Biological Diversity, “REDD+ and biodiversity benefits”,
https://www.cbd.int/forest/redd-plus/default.shtml (2018).
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supporting innovation.

Establish ‘The UK Conservation Trust’ with at least £100 million
per year. The aim would be to have a newly capitalised trust that
would use its balance sheet and an investment grade credit rating
to finance global nature conservation and sustainable livelihood
creation projects in developing countries.

The UK Conservation Trust would be established in perpetuity,
reinvesting all its returns providing concessional finance to projects
focused on conserving or enhancing global nature. This UK-branded
institution with technical capacity and a balance sheet would operate
across priority countries with the most serious biodiversity and
habitat issues.

Scale up the Darwin Initiative and increase its funding to at least
£100 million per year. As outlined in detail in Chapter Two, the
Darwin Initiative is an existing UK government grants scheme,
administered by DEFRA, that helps to protect biodiversity and the
natural environment through locally based projects worldwide. It has
a tiny annual budget - awarding an average of £5.6 million per annum
since 19927 — with a typical project lasting for up to three years and
costing approximately £100,000 per annum™. Scaling up the Darwin
Initiative should include: creating new larger grants; making available
a greater number of both small and large grants; offering grants for
longer durations and making them renewable; and creating more
regular calls for project proposals targeting specific global nature

conservation themes and priorities.

Support world-leading and highly impactful research on global
nature conservation conducted by UK research institutions and

78. Amy Duthie, “Celebrating 25 years of the Darwin Initiative”, https://www.fauna-flora.org/news/
celebrating-25-years-darwin-initiative (2017).

79. Darwin Initiative, “Guidance notes for applicants - round 25”, https://assets.publishing.service.gov.

uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/709476/darwin-initiative-guidance-
round-25.pdf (2018).
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universities with at least £100 million per year. There should also
be a major new research centre on ecological restoration established
in the UK with research collaborations and ecological research
stations funded across the Commonwealth. Research programmes
should build capacity and the ‘next generation’ of conservation
leaders, both at home and abroad.

A particular focus should be on terrestrial and marine ecological
restoration and developing approaches to restore and enhance
ecosystems, such as rainforests and coral reefs, quickly and cost
effectively.

m  Significantly scale up education and outreach on nature and
biodiversity in developing countries with at least £50 million per
year. The UK cannot expect global nature conservation efforts to be
sustainable or to be effective if people do not care or know about what
is at stake and what they can do to support nature conservation.

This funding should support education and outreach across all age
groups, from young children to adults. Funding should focus on
embedding behaviour change and there is significant potential for
using new research into behavioural economics to support global
nature conservation outcomes.

These efforts could also include new Commonwealth ‘citizen science’
initiatives based on, for example, the successful annual Royal Society
for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) Big Garden Birdwatch in the UK.
There should also be a new scholarship for current and emerging
conservation leaders from the Commonwealth to study for graduate-
level courses at UK universities.

In addition to the new funding through the proposed ‘Global Nature
Conservation Fund’, the UK should also ensure that any post-Brexit
emissions trading arrangements (for example, returning to a UK
Emissions Trading Scheme) prioritise carbon offsets generated
from nature, particularly land use change and forestry projects in
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developing Commonwealth countries. This can work alongside carbon
offsets generated from domestic nature-based projects within the UK.

Making the ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’
work

As well as choosing compelling spending priorities, funds must be
spent effectively. For this reason, pilots should be used to make sure
that projects provide value for money for the taxpayer and deliver
significantly improved global nature conservation outcomes. If a pilot is
successful, the project could be scaled up with more funding.

Funds should focus on nature conservation interventions which are
closely and directly linked to the livelihoods, security, resilience, and
welfare of poor and marginalised communities. Expenditure must be
compliant with UK legislation and international rules on ODA (see Boxes
2.1and 2.2).

The challenge of global nature conservation will of course require
much more than UK ODA alone, but UK leadership could encourage
other countries to allocate more of their ODA to nature conservation. As
the only nation in the G20 to meet the 0.7% GNI commitment, the way we
deploy aid is closely watched by other countries and often influences how
others deploy their aid.

With this in mind, UK funding via the proposed ‘Global Nature
Conservation Fund’ should be allocated in a way that is more likely to
result in co-funding from others, including governments (whether
developed or developing), NGOs, philanthropy, and the private sector.

The proposed ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’ should also focus
on important long-term bilateral relationships, with staff from the
UK and the recipient country working closely together on projects and
programmes in situ. This will create the conditions for more successful
projects, and result in efficiencies as the fixed costs of establishing
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effective country programmes are spread out over time.

Reforming DFID

Alongside the introduction of a ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’
administered by DEFRA, the second major part of ensuring global
nature conservation is a critical part of UK ODA is by reforming DFID.
Specifically, to properly institutionalise global nature conservation
into what it does, so that all UK ODA is aligned and supportive of
sustainable development efforts.

As discussed in Chapter Two, since its formation DFID has been
nearly exclusively focused on poverty reduction, at the expense of other
sustainable development goals including global nature conservation. It has
a track record of being unsupportive of broader sustainable development
objectives. International development expenditure can also be incredibly
short-term and can actually undermine longer-term sustainable
development objectives (including global nature conservation).

DFID reforms should include:

B DFID should transition from a Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs) mindset to a Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
mindset by updating its priorities and operations to reflect this.
Global nature should be explicitly and appropriately embedded into
DFID policy guidance, appraisal, and performance reviews.

B Biodiversity should be a key filter for the allocation and
prioritisation of UK ODA funding via DFID. The poorest developing
countries with habitats and biodiversity of global or regional
significance should be actively prioritised, particularly if they are in
the Commonwealth.

®  There should be a ‘do no harm’ policy in relation to global nature
across DFID, such that any proposed project that damages or
destroys nature should not receive UK ODA. There would be little
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point increasing allocations to global nature conservation on the one
hand, while promoting short-term development that harms global

nature and undermines sustainable development on the other.

®  Government should recruit relevant expertise (such as ecologists)
and create a centre of excellence in this area, jointly with the FCO
and DEFRA.

As the proposed ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’ demonstrates
successes and our proposed DFID reforms are implemented, the
Government should plan to further increase the ODA budget for
global nature conservation. As before, this should be funded either
through the legally-mandated growth in the ODA budget or through
reducing the amount of funding given to multilateral institutions
to distribute aid on the UK’s behalf. The proposed ‘Global Nature
Conservation Fund’ should grow from £1 billion of additional funding
per year from 2020 to at least 10% of UK ODA by 2025.

Rethinking ODA administrative costs

In both DFID and DEFRA, the target of keeping overheads on ODA to 1%
or below and maintaining minimal staffing numbers and expertise is a
false economy.

It leads to expensive consultancy fees, as administrative and technical
functions that could be more cost-effectively delivered in-house are
outsourced to the private sector. It increases the incentive to award
more of UK ODA to multilaterals to reduce the administration costs in
DFID by passing them on to others for accounting purposes. It reduces
government’s own capacity and expertise, curtailing the ability of
government to develop and implement effective strategies, and ensure
the rigorous and effective development, selection, management, and
evaluation of ODA projects.

The reality is that many projects and programmes will require greater
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direct oversight and involvement from DFID and DEFRA to design
and manage and this should be properly resourced internally, not
expensively outsourced.

There is understandable political anxiety about being seen to increase
DFID staff costs as other departments are reducing their head count.® To
counter this, ODA spending departments should embrace the move from
a ‘wholesaler’ to a ‘retailer’ model and be much more involved in design,
delivery, and oversight.

Making global nature conservation a strategic
priority

First laid out in a 2011 Government White Paper, and repeated in
successive Conservative Party manifestos, the current Government
is committed to this being “the first generation to leave the natural
environment of England in a better state than it inherited it”.*

This welcome goal came in response to the significant and sustained
fall in native species in the UK.®? The Natural Capital Committee (NCC)
was set up to advise on how to deliver this objective and to measure
progress towards it. As a result of the NCC’s recommendation, the
Government also published a 25-year Environment Plan to tackle the
variety of environmental challenges facing the UK.

But given the transboundary nature of many pressing environmental

80. James Tapsfield, “Fury of Tory MPs as foreign aid department drafts in 155 extra staff to help spend
government’s ‘out of control’ £13billion budget”, http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-4674706/
Foreign-aid-department-gets-155-extra-staff.html (2017).

81. HM Government, “The natural choice: securing the value of nature”, https://assets.publishing.
service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/228842/8082.pdf, (2011)

4; The Conservative and Unionist Party, “Forward, together: our plan for a stronger Britain and a
prosperous future”, https://www.conservatives.com/manifesto (2017), 26; The Conservative and
Unionist Party, “Strong leadership, a clear economic plan, a brighter, more secure future”, https://www.
conservatives.com/manifesto2015 (2015), 54.

82. HM Government, “The Natural choice: securing the value of nature” (2011), 5.

83. Natural Capital Committee, “Advice to Government on the 25 Year Environment Plan”, https://
assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/677872/
ncc-advice-on-25-year-environment-plan-180131.pdf (2017), 2.
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problems, such as plastic pollution, the illegal wildlife trade, and
climate change, it is impossible to effectively improve the natural
environment in the UK without concurrently supporting global nature.
Indeed, many of the gravest environmental challenges with which the
public is concerned take place in other countries.

Since the domestic target has already been shown to trigger new
government policies on the environment, extending its reach to
the international sphere is likely to prompt similar action within
government. This country should make “being the first generation to
leave the natural environment in a better state than we found it” one of
its core international priorities as part of the post-Brexit ‘Global Britain’
strategy.

Making global nature conservation a priority for post-Brexit ‘Global
Britain’ could also support other key policy priorities, including:

®m National Citizenship Service (NCS). Extending the NCS to enable
young people (16-18 year olds) to volunteer abroad to assist with UK
ODA-funded programmes, including global nature conservation
projects. Currently, this scheme is limited to domestic volunteering,
but there is a strong case for expanding its remit to give young people
a broader set of experience and skills. This could also increase public
awareness of the benefits of UK ODA.

®  High environmental trading standards. The UK could help trading
partners to improve their environmental standards, by including

environmental chapters in new free trade agreements (FTAs).

m Climate change. Greening the ODA budget would help in the
efforts to tackle climate change internationally. Since 2011, the UK’s
International Climate Fund (ICF) - described in detail in Chapter
Two - has provided billions of pounds to developing countries to
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help them mitigate and adapt to climate change.®* Climate change is
widely regarded as a major threat to wildlife and habitat conservation
and many natural measures to address climate change, such as
protection of intact forests, afforestation and ecological restoration,
also have biodiversity benefits. The ICF and ODA funding for global
nature conservation, therefore, would be mutually reinforcing.

B Security. The environment is intimately linked to security, because
healthyecosystems ensure populations remainlivingin one region (thus
minimising forced migration flows) and create sustainable livelihoods
(thus reducing the economic incentive for engaging in illicit activity).®
Funding more projects with explicit global nature conservation goals
could help enhance security in developing countries.

Conclusion

Nature supports sustainable development. And sustainable livelihood
creation and poverty alleviation supports nature. To help the poorest
people on the planet and to ensure the survival of species, habitats, and
natural beauty, the UK must do much more to support global nature

conservation, particularly in developing countries.

While the UK is a global leader in international development, this
leadership has not translated into global nature conservation. The UK’s
approach - and DFID’s in particular - is dated and fails to achieve the
broader objectives of collective global action on sustainability.

The Government’s admirable commitment to become “the first

84. Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy, Department for Environment Food and
Rural Affairs and Department for International Development, “International Climate Fund”, https://
www.gov.uk/government/publications/international-climate-fund/international-climate-fund (2017).
85. Shirley Scott, “The securitization of climate change in world politics: how close have we come and
would full securitization enhance the efficacy of global climate change policy?”, Review of European
Community and International Environmental Law (2012), 220-230; International Organization for
Migration, “Central and North America: migration and displacement in the context of disasters and
environmental change”, http://publications.iom.int/system/files/pdf/policy_brief_series_vol4_issuel.
pdf (2018), 5.
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generation to leave the environment in a better state than we found it”
cannot simply be a domestic policy commitment.® It must also be one of
the objectives we have as a country internationally, as part of our post-
Brexit ‘Global Britain’ strategy.

To date we have seen a pitifully small amount of UK ODA spent on
global nature conservation. The importance of this task requires a much
more substantial investment. At the very least, £1 billion per year of
additional funding should be made available from 2020 through a new
‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’, rising to at least 10% of UK ODA by
2025. This would be paid for through a combination of future growth
in the ODA budget and by ending ad hoc contributions to multilateral
institutions, often made at the end of the financial year because the UK
has not figured out what to do with the funds itself.

In addition to making new funds available via the proposed ‘Global Nature
Conservation Fund’ administered by DEFRA, DFID should be reformed to
properly institutionalise global nature conservation into what it does, so that
all UK ODA is aligned and supportive of global nature conservation efforts.

The natural world is facing unparalleled threats. The fragility of the
environment not only threatens the flora and fauna for which we are
custodians, but the future prosperity of communities around the world.
The UK must act by significantly expanding ODA allocation to global

nature conservation.

86. HM Government, A green future: our 25 year plan to improve the environment" (2018), 110.
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The natural world is facing unparalleled threats. The fragility of the environment
not only threatens the flora and fauna for which we are custodians, but the
future prosperity of communities around the world.

Given the UK's substantial international aid budget and expertise, there is
a compelling case for the UK to lead international efforts to conserve
global nature.

Greater focus and funding for global nature conservation through the UK’s
international aid budget, particularly through charismatic UK branded projects
and programmes, would also capture the imagination of the public.

This report sets out the case for increasing UK aid for nature, how this will
support sustainable development, and the policy mechanisms required to
successfully deliver UK leadership.

Conservative Environment Network
www.cen.uk.com

Bright Blue Campaign
brightblue.org.uk
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