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SumMARY REPORT oF THE GEF EvALUATION OF
ExPERIENCE WITH CONSERVATION TRUST FUNDS

1. The GEF has supported conservation trust funds in several

countries as a means of providing long-term funding fo
biodiversity conservation. An evaluation was carried out in mid

=

1998 by the GEF Secretariat’'s monitoring and evaluation unit o
nds
have beenrealized, how the concerns expressed about them have

determine to what extent the potential advantages of trust fu

been addressed, what conditions are necessary for funds

function effectively, and what can be said from the experienge

to date about their impact on biodiversity conservation.

2. Theevaluation analyzed the experience of 13 funds to distil

to

lessons and make recommendations regarding future GEF aspis-

tance to trust funds. The evaluation focused on GEF-supponr
funds, and others selected for geographical balance, to illu

d

nate the relative advantages of funds of various sizes and types,
and to provide insights on particular aspects of interest, such|as

innovative funding mechanisms. The evaluation’s recommen-

dations are highlighted inold type.

3. Thisreportfocuses ontrustfunds as ameansto achieve GEF

objectives and criteria, that is, to finance the incremental costs

of protecting globally significant biodiversity resources. Ther¢

may be instances where a conservation trust fund does not meet
GEF criteria but is still a useful mechanism to address national

conservation objectives.

" Thefullevaluationreportis available on the GEF webwitexN.gefweb.org.

Copies may also be requested from the Monitoring and Evaluation Team, GEF

Secretariat, telephone (202) 458-7384, fax (202) 522-3240, email
geflessons@gefweb.org
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Funds Included in the Evaluation

Bhutan Trust Fund for Environmental Conservation
Brazilian Biodiversity Fund (FUNBIO)

Conservation Trust of Guatemala

Environmental Foundation of Jamaica (EFJ)

Foundation for Eastern Carpathian Biodiversity Conserva-
tion (Poland, Slovakia, Ukraine)

Foundation for the Philippine Environment (FPE)

Jamaica National Parks Trust (JNPT)

Mexican Nature Conservation Fund (FMCN)
Mgahinga-Bwindi Impenetrable Forest Conservation Trust
(MBIFCT), Uganda

 National Environment Fund (FONAMA), Bolivia

National Fund for Natural Areas Protected by the State
(FONANPE), Peru

» Protected Areas Conservation Trust (PACT), Belize

» Table Mountain Fund, South Africa

4. Overall, the evaluation concluded that conservation trust
funds have substantial accomplishments, and thatGthE
should continue to finance conservation trust funds when
the necessary circumstances are méthese circumstances are
discussed in the section “Conditions for Success.”

Two Types oF TRusT FUNDs

5. The evaluation showed clearly that there is no “typical”
conservation trust fund. The funds’ structure, scope of activities,
priorities, and procedures vary according to their purposes, and
the situation of the country they serve. However, it was useful in
analyzing the funds’ experience to group them into two general
categories. “Parks” funds support protected areas within a na-
tional system. The majority of GEF-supported funds fall into
this category. Examples include MBIFCT in Uganda and the
Eastern Carpathians Foundation, which support one or two
parks, and funds in Mexico, Peru, and Jamaica which support
national park systems. “Grants” funds — such as the Environ-
mental Foundation of Jamaica and Brazil's FUNBIO — channel
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resources to target groups (typically NGOs and community
based organizations) for a broad range of conservation and
sustainable development projects. Several of these include
strengthening of civil society among their objectives.

6. These two types of funds often differ in their relation t
national strategies, the extent and nature of governmentinvol
mentin their governance structures, their approaches to program
management, and the ways and ease with which they meet GEF
criteria.

—)
s

TrusT FunDs ARE MORE THAN
FinanciaL M ECHANISMS

7. Conservation trust funds were often seen by their creatgrs
mainly as financial mechanisms that could take large amounts|of
money from debt swaps or international grants and “retail” them
into smaller projects over long periods of time. Their boards |pf
directors and staff reflected this emphasis. This indeed has been
a major role played by the funds studied. But a key conclusi
of the GEF evaluation is that the overall success of conservatipn
trust funds depends on their ability to participate in developin
national conservation strategies, to work with other public and
private agencies to develop agile and effective management
approaches, and to nurture community groups and other organi-
zations becoming involved in biodiversity conservation for the
first time.

oO—D—O
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8. To succeed, trust funds need the governance structures,
staff, and technical support to allow them proactively to influ
ence their environment, monitor their results and learn from

experience, maintain credible and transparent procedures, and
support participatory approaches to conservation and sustain-
able development.
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ACHIEVEMENTS TO DATE

9. Most of the trust funds included in the evaluation have been
operating for three years or less. There have been some setbacks
and disappointments, for example, limited NGO acceptance of
the national parks fund in Jamaica, and a tentative early response
from the business sector that Brazil's FUNBIO sought to in-
volve in conservation. But the funds examined have a number of
impressive accomplishments:

» New national parks have been created, or existing protected
areas expanded or upgraded, as a result of trust fund support
in Jamaica, Bhutan, and Ukraine. Ten national parks in
Mexico now enjoy a basic “resource security”— the assur-
ance that their basic operating costs and staff salaries will be
covered—which, in turn, allows them to concentrate on
conservation activities, attracting project funding, and col-
laboration with communities and interested organizations.

* Trust funds have generated substantial financial resources
that would not otherwise have been available to conserva-
tion. The most notable case is Peru, where PROFONANPE
pioneered the debt swap mechanism to raise $17 million
beyond the GEF’'s $5 million contribution. However, except
in Bhutan, most of the resources raised have been in the form
of draw-down funds, rather than as additions to endowment
capital. In two countries, there was some question whether
the resources provided by trust funds have been additional to
support that others (including governments) were already
providing for protected area management.

» The governance structures of most trust funds — boards with
private and public sector members—reinforce country own-
ership of conservation programs in ways that traditional
project implementation arrangements often do not. Several
trust funds were the first or only instances in their respective
countries where government, NGOs, and representatives of
the business and academic sectors have come together to
operate a multi-sectoral organization.
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» Trust funds have increased the participation of civil soci
in biodiversity resource management. This has been
result of consultative processes through which many fu
were created and are governed. Several funds have
successfully promoted wider, more active stakeholder i

volvement in protected area management and operati

plans, e.g., in Mexico, Peru, and Uganda.

10. Uncertainty remains, however, about trust funds’ ability
demonstrate long-term biodiversity conservation impact.
part, this is due to the difficulty of measuring biodiversit
impact, and of attributing impact to a particular interventio
especially over the short term. It is also true that trust fun
generate relatively small amounts of resources in relation
national conservation needs. However, most of the funds stu
have not defined or established measures of the biodiver
conservation impact they intend to achieve, and do not incl
analysis of biodiversity impact in their monitoring and evalu
tion activities.

11. The two types of trust funds are addressing concerns al

achieving impactin distinct ways. An example from the “parks

fundsis the protected areas fund within FMCN (Mexico), whig
has used a logical framework methodology to define the impal
it intends to have in each protected area and in the system
whole. Several “grants” funds have chosen a programmatic
geographic niche in which to focus their activities to achie
maximum impact.

12. The evaluation recommends t&&F and its implement-
ing agencies should provide increased support to help trust
funds define their intended impacts on biodiversity conser-
vation and sustainable use and to develop performance
indicators and simple, useful monitoring and evaluation
systems to measure progress toward these objectives ang
feed back experience into program improvements and man-
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agement decisionsAt the same time, GEF could benefit from
the experience of some trust funds in defining program-level
indicators for its own biodiversity activities. Thisis an ideal area
for partnership between GEF and conservation trust funds.

GOVERNANCE

13. The majority of the funds studied were set up as non-
governmental institutions with mixed public-private governing
bodies. Non-governmental representatives on the governing
body typically held the majority, with government often limited

to one or two seats. The evaluation found that boards worked
better when their members served in an individual capacity
rather than as formal representatives of a constituency or sector.
Individual representatives worked more effectively as a team to
implement the fund’s mission, while the more formally repre-
sentative boards tended to see their role in terms of allocating
resources among their various agencies and sectors. Few of them
do an adequate job of reporting back to their constituencies and
keeping them involved.

14. Boards comprising a variety of individuals with diverse
skillswho are able to lead technical or advisory committees were
more effective than boards of limited size or scope. Bringing
new people onto boards at regular intervals—ideally through
staggered terms to assure continuity—is an important way to
build ownership and to get fresh perspectives into the leadership
of the organization.

ProGrRAM M ANAGEMENT

15. It has generally been easier for “parks” funds than for
“grants” funds to establish a strategic focus for their activities,
because of the “parks” funds’ direct links to protected areas
systems. However, “grants” funds have in several cases demon-
strated an ability to select program niches in which to focus their
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activities for greaterimpact. Examples include FMCN’s linka

to and support of a national priority setting process in Mexico;
MBIFCT's focus on “social infrastructure” in Ugandan commur-

nities surrounding protected areas; and FUNBIO’s focus
public-private partnerships in Brazil.

16. An important factor influencing the management of tru

1%

—

fund programs has been the extent to which there is an “effective

demand” for these activities among target groups. Contrar

to

original expectations, some funds have not been able to effec-

tively utilize the funds they had available without first devotin

considerable resources to helping NGOs and community organiza-

tions prepare grant proposals and implementation capacity
met their standards, or devising new approaches around bur
some government contracting or financial procedures.

17. Most of the funds studied have been able to keep th
operating (non-program) costs in the 20-25 percent range (
some below 20 percent). However, there has been no cl
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guidance from GEF or its implementing agencies on acceptable

levels of operating costs, or the basis on which those costs
calculated. Some funds’ percentages are high because they
include costs for program support, such as technical assistg
to grantees, and institution building of the fund, that should
countas operating costs. The evaluation recommendsHkas
implementing agencies should apply clearer and more con-
sistent guidance on operating costs.

18. Trust funds have generally established fair and transpar

are
also
nce
Dt

ent

project selection procedures. Agile administrative procedures

for project implementation have been difficult to establish
several cases, however, often due to donor requirenGIaEss
implementing agencies should consider the impact on trust
fund agility and responsiveness, as well as operating costs
and recipient transaction costs, of prescribing complex pro-
curement or administrative procedures.

5
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19. The evaluation found that trust funds have attracted highly
qualified personnel but still require capacity-building assistance
to develop their potential as institutions. However, among the
community of trust funds there is a considerable store of expe-
rience and innovation, and potential for developing “learning
networks” to share this knowledge. This finding led to three
recommendations:

» Training and technical assistance should be included as
components of projects that support trust funds.

» GEF support for conservation trust funds, especially for
the creation of new funds, should encourage the develop-
ment of partnerships with international NGOs with
experience and recognized abilities in this area, as well as
the exchange of information among trust funds.

» GEF and its implementing agencies should explore ways
in which they could provide resources to sustain partner-
ships with trust fund “graduates” beyond the supervi-
sion period.

FinanciaL AND AsSET M ANAGEMENT

20. Trust funds have leveraged substantial additional funding
for conservation. The six GEF-supported funds with operating
experience have raised more than $33 million in non-GEF
contributions. Projects financed by trust funds also generally
include substantial counterpart contributions by the recipient
organizations. However, only one of the funds studied has met
its objectives for raising additional endowment funding. Most of
the money raised has been short-term project financing or 6-10
year sinking funds. This has important implications for the
design of future trust funds, and led to two recommendations:
* The initial capitalization, together with other resources
available on arecurrent basis, should allow a meaningful

program in the chosen area of focus, over a significant
period, keeping operating costs within a range of 20-
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25%. Trust funds should not be created without commit-
ments for this minimum amount of capital from the
outset.

» GEF support should be structured to provide incentives
to encourage raising additional capital and assistance in
developing innovative capitalization approaches.

Fundraising Innovations

PACT in Belize raises $500,000 per year through a $3.75 tax
on tourists entering the country by plane or cruise ship.

Uganda’'s MBIFCT raised funds from bilateral donors to
support operations and projects for its first seven years, so that
income from the endowment could be capitalized rather than
spent.

PROFONANPE in Peru agreed with two of its donors to
convertinterestincome from debt swaps and traditional projects
to endowment capital. The donors made their disbursements
in a lump sum up front to allow interest to accrue.

21. GEF-supported funds have successfully applied an asget

management and asset manager selection model develope

the World Bank. This includes spending rules or practices thiat

preserve capital over the long term by building cushions wh
returns are good for program support in times of market dow
turn; development of investment guidelines that reflect a cons
vative risk strategy and portfolio diversification; competitive
international selection of experienced, professional asset m
agers; and regular, active oversight by the fund’s board
directors of investment performance compared to standard ber
marks, with advice from experienced investment counselo
The evaluation recommended tH@EF should continue to
apply this asset management model as standard practice for
its capital contributions to trust funds.
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StrATEGIC AND NATIONAL CONTEXT

22. The driving forces for setting up trust funds have included
national governments, local conservation leaders, international
NGOs, and donors. Some funds have had modest success at
involving the private business sector. Having national environ-
mental or biodiversity strategies and/or action plans in place has
been helpful to provide a context for trust fund activities.
However, in countries where these did not exist, funds have
found other ways to focus their programs, including by contrib-
uting to processes to identify national priorities for biodiversity
conservation.

23. Some countries have established a single, national trust
fund; others, one or more trust funds of limited geographical or
programmatic scope. Where there is a clear need and strong local
support (Uganda, South Africa) the site-specific funds have
been effective. Except in the largest countries, the team ob-
served a limited pool of national talent available to be tapped for
governance, asset management, and policy oversight, as well as
a limited number of potential financial supporters for whom
multiple funds would compete. There appear to be significant
advantages in combining multiple purposes or “windows” in a
single fund.

MEeeTiINng GEF CriTERIA

24. Most of the funds studied, and all of the GEF-supported
funds, have focused their programs to achigebal environ-
mental benefitsn GEF's biodiversity focal area. All of the funds
studied fit within GEF'$perational Strategyusually support-

ing activities in several of the ecosystem types that define
biodiversity operational programs (arid ecosystems, freshwater
and marine ecosystems, forest ecosystems, and mountain eco-
systems). All of the funds studied areuntry-driver—that is,
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governments and other sectors show strong commitment to the

fund objectives. The funds reflect brgaublic involvement and

participation, as noted earlier, often serving as the first or on
example of a public-private organization working on naturg
resource management, and serving to involve NGOs and Ig

cal

communities to a greater extent than before in protected area

management. The funds demonstratevation evidenced by

new protected area management models, new approaches

community involvement, and support targeted for innovati
approaches. Finally, trust funds hdeeeraged additional re-
sourcedor global conservation.

25. Although the funds examined were largely Pilot Phasg

projects, their programs illustrate ways that future funds cgn

meetincremental cost criteriain the case of protected areas,
through up-front agreements on the percentage of support to
provided by the government and by the fund, and in the case
grants to NGOs and community-based organizations, throu
requirements for counterpart and matching contributions. T
assure that trust funds do catalyze new resources, the evalua
recommends thaBEF support for recurrent costs of pro-
tected areas through “parks” funds should include a strat-
egy forincreasing other resources for these costs and seeking
ways certain activities or areas could become self-financed.

f

be
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[ion

Individual conservation, sustainable use, and education
projects supported by “grants” funds should have prospects
for sustainability and/or achieving their objectives in a
reasonable period with no need for continuing funding.

CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS

26. Trust funds are only one of an array of financial mecha-

nisms and institutional arrangements used to address issues of
biodiversity conservation and sustainable use. Where threats to
biodiversity are serious and immediate, where they can be

to
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effectively addressed by the rapid mobilization of relatively
large amounts of funding, and where this level of activity can be
sustained, traditional project approaches may be more appropriate.

27. The evaluation team concludixht four conditions are
essential for the creation and/or capitalization of conserva-
tion trust funds, and recommends GEF support only when
they are met:

» The biodiversity conservation issue to be addressed re-
quires a long term commitment—at least 10-15 years;

» There is active governmentsupport—not just agree-
ment—for creating a mixed, public-private sector mecha-
nism that will function beyond direct government con-
trol;

* There is a critical mass of people from diverse sectors of
society who can work together despite their different
approaches to biodiversity conservation and sustainable
development; and

* There is a basic fabric of legal and financial practices and
supporting institutions (including banking, auditing and
contracting) in which people have confidence.

28. The evaluation developed “checklists” of other key factors
associated with trust fund success—some that determine whether
the conservation objective is best addressed by a trust fund or
another approach, others affecting the trust fund’s prospects of
becoming a viable institution. These checklists are presented on
the following pages. While it is not necessary for all of the
conditions to be met in any given case, some “critical mass”
appears to be a prerequisite for success. The absence of more
than a few would greatly increase the risk of delays, difficulties,
and failure to meet objectives. When any of these key factors is
missing or only partially present, there are risks that need to be
addressed in the design of the fund.



FAcTORs IMPORTANT FOR ESTABLISHING A TRUST FUND

Factors inbold typeareessential Some “critical mass” of the remaining factors
should also be present; absence of more than a few greatly increases risk.

« Avaluable, globally significant biodiversity resource whose conserva-
tion is politically, technically, economically, and socially feasible. Ab-
sence of major threats requiring urgent mobilization of large amounts of
resources (i.e., the conservation action required is long term and addres-
sable with the flows a trust fund could produce).

« Government support of the concept of a fund outside government con-
trol, that bridges the public and private sectors. The support should be
active and broad-based, from the President to regional and local bodies,
extending beyond environmental ministries and departments to include
ministries of finance and planning. A reasonable financial contribution
from government, if not directly to the fund, then to co-financing of
project activities. This condition often takes a long period of advocacy
during the design and start-up phases.

« Alegal framework that permits establishing a trust fund, foundation, or sim-
ilar organization. Tax laws allowing such a fund to be tax exempt, and
providing incentives for donations from private contributors.

« People with a common vision—from NGOs, the academic and private
sector, and donor agencies—who can work together despite their differ-
ent approaches to conservation. The support and involvement of busi-
ness leaders is crucial to bring in private sector management skills,
especially skills in financial management.

« Abasic fabric of legal and financial practices and supporting institutions
(including banking, auditing and contracting) in which people have
confidence.

« Mechanismstoinvolve a broad set of stakeholders during the design process,
and willingness of stakeholders to use these mechanisms.

« Availability of one or more mentors—a donor agency with good program
support, a partnership with an international NGO, “twinning” with another,
more experienced trust fund—who can provide both moral and technical
support to the fund during the start-up and program implementation phases.

« Realistic prospects for attracting a level of capital adequate for the fund to
support a significant program while keeping administrative costs to a reason-
able percentage. In most cases this means having clear commitments from
other donors beyond the GEF, or debt swap mechanisms established, before
starting the fund.

« An effective demand for the fund’s product, i.e. a clieammunity

. . ; o ; . . .13
interested in and capable of carrying out biodiversity conservation activities
on the scale envisioned, and sufficient to achieve significant impact.
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FacToRrs IMPORTANT FOR SUCCESSFUL TRUST
Funp OPERATIONS

« Clear and measurable goals and objectives. A “learning organization” men-
tality and environment, oriented toward results and achieving objectives, and
flexibility to make adjustments in objectives or approach based on feedback
and experience.

« A governance structure with appropriate checks and balances, conflict of
interest provisions, and succession procedures. “Ownership” of the fund by
its board and other governing bodies, indicated by members’ commitment of
time, engagement in policy and leadership, and building support of the fund
with varied constituencies.

« Linkage between the trust fund and the leadership of any national biodiversity
strategy or environmental action plan.

« Ability to attract dedicated, competent staff, particularly a strong executive
director. Harmonious and productive board-staff relationships.

« Basic technical and other capabilities that permit the fund to become a re-
spected and independent actor in the community. Access to, and constructive
use of, training, mentoring, and technical assistance programs to build
capacity.

« Constructive relationships with relevant government agencies, with interme-
diary organizations that provide services to grantees, and with other organi-
zations in the community. The fund should avoid becoming an executing
agency itself.

« Financial/administrative discipline combined with program flexibility and
transparency, and procedures that support this and are consistently applied.

« Mechanisms for continuing to involve a wide range of stakeholders in the
fund’s programs and direction, with enough clear vision and leadership to
avoid being pulled in many directions and program fragmentation.

« Asset management competitively selected; diversified portfolio of invest-
ments; financial expert to provide regular reporting; and oversight by fund
boards comparing actual performance to benchmarks.

« Asupportive, nurturing Implementing Agency task manager, able to bring in
the resources and expertise needed.



OTHER GEF MONITORING AND EVALUATION
PuBLICATIONS OF INTEREST

The full report of théevaluation of Experience with Conservation Trust
Funds is available in English and Spanish on the GEF web site
(www.gefweb.org or from the GEF Secretariat monitoring and evalua-
tion team at the coordinates below.

The following additional publications may be of interest, and can be ob-
tained by writing us or from GEF’'s web site:

* Project Implementation Review 1997 (January 1998)

* Summary Report of the Study of GEF Project Lessons (January 1998)
» Report of the Study of GEF’s Overall Performance (February 1998)

* Project Implementation Review 1998forthcoming, March 1999

We also publish a seriesGEF Lessons Notes hey are a dissemination
vehicle for lessons from evaluation studies, annual implementation
reviews, and other material of broad relevance to the GEF. The series is
aimed primarily at project designers, managers and evaluators in GEF
implementing and executing agenci@&F Lessons Noteare available

in English, French and Spanish. Four issues were published in 1998:

* No. 1 - Building Partnerships with Communities (March 1998)

* No. 2 - Encouraging Private Sector Involvement in GEF Projects
(May 1998)

* No. 3 - Lessons from an Integrated Conservation and Development
“Experiment” in Papua New Guinea (July 1998)

* No. 4 - Partnership with the Private Sector: Lessons from Batangas Bay,
the Philippines (November 1998)

Three issues dBEF Lessons Notethat draw on the findings and con-
clusions of thé&evaluation of Experience with Conservation Trust Funds
will be published in early 1999.

Copies of th&EF Lessons Notesan be obtained from the GEF web site
(www.gefweb.org. If you would like to be on the mailing list for regular
receipt ofGEF Lessons Notegplease contact us at our email address—
geflessons@gefweb.orgor at the address below. Please let us know
whether you wish to receive an electronic version or a hard copy, and
which language (English, French or Spanish) you would prefer.

GEF Secretariat Monitoring and Evaluation Program
1818 H Street, NW telephone: (202) 458-7387
Washington, DC 20433 fax: (202) 522-3240
email: geflessons@gefweb.org
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