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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Why a Rapid Review of Conservation Trust Funds? 

This Rapid Review of Conservation Trust Funds presents an overview of experience with 

the creation, operation and evaluation of conservation trust funds (CTFs) and provides a 

rationale for further investment in CTFs. The Review is not intended to replicate the 

Global Environment Facilityôs (GEFôs) 1999 comprehensive Evaluation of Experience 

with Conservation Trust Funds, but rather to review the current status of CTFs 

worldwide, focusing on those that have been in operation for at least five years.  It 

identifies best practice standards for effective governance and administration of CTFs, 

and provides guidelines for monitoring and evaluating CTFsô operations and biodiversity 

impact.   

 

The Conservation Finance Alliance (CFA) Working Group on Environmental Funds 

commissioned the Review, with support provided by the French Development Agency 

(AFD), French Global Environment Facility (FFEM), German Development Bank 

(KfW), Conservation International (CI) and the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF). 

The Review was prepared by a consulting team consisting of Barry Spergel and Philippe 

Taïeb based on extensive interviews, a CTF survey, review of CTF literature including 

CTF evaluations, and consultations in Paris, Washington and San Salvador.  The 

consultants and the Working Group are grateful to the many individuals and 

organizations who participated in the Review, with special thanks to the GEF that served 

on the Steering Committee for the Review, and the Latin American and Caribbean 

Network of Environmental Funds (RedLAC). 

 

CHAPTER 1 ï BACK GROUND ON CONSERVATION TRUST FUNDS 

Over the last fifteen years, CTFs have been established in more than 50 developing 

countries and transition economies. As shown in map below, the majority of CTFs have 

been established in the Latin American and Caribbean region.  

 

CTFs are private, legally independent grant-making institutions that provide sustainable 

financing for biodiversity conservation and often finance part of the long-term 

management costs of a countryôs protected area (PA) system. They can serve as an 

effective means for mobilizing large amounts of additional funding for bio - diversity 

conservation from international donors, national governments and the private sector.  

 

CTFs raise and invest funds to make grants to non-governmental organizations (NGOs), 

community based-organizations (CBOs) and governmental agencies (such as national 

parks agencies). CTFs are financing mechanisms rather than implementing agencies. 

They also can serve as mechanisms for strengthening civil society and for making 

government PA manage government agencies more transparent, accountable and 

effective.  
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CTFs can be characterized as public-private partnerships, and in most cases at least half 

of the members of their governing boards are from civil society. In addition to funding 

conservation projects, CTFs provide technical assistance and grants to strengthen the 

institutional capacity of grantees. CTFs have also served as catalysts for the creation of 

new partnerships with private businesses for the conservation and sustainable use of 

biological resources. Many CTFs also reduce threats to biodiversity by financing projects 

that improve and promote sustainable livelihoods of poor communities living near PAs. 
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CHAPTER 2 ï PURPOSES AND ROLES OF CONSERVATION TRUST FUNDS 

 

Many CTFs are hybrids of what earlier studies considered to be distinct categories of 

CTFs, serving as ñumbrella fundsò to manage separate fund accounts for different 

purposes, but under a single legal and institutional structure. 

 

____________________________________________ 

Grants Fund 

Channels resources to target groups (typically NGOs 

and CBOs) for a broad range of conservation and 

sustainable development projects, not limited to PAs. 

____________________________________________ 

Green Fund 

Primarily finances activities related to biodiversity 

conservation. 

____________________________________________ 

Brown Fund 

Finances activities such as pollution control and 

waste treatment. Many brown funds allocate five to ten 

percent of their grants for biodiversity conservation 

and PAs. Most brown funds are financed by pollution 

charges or fines. 

____________________________________________ 

Parks Fund 

Finances the management costs (and sometimes 

also the establishment costs) of specific PAs, or of a 

countryôs entire PA system. PA management costs can 

also include financing for alternative livelihoods or 

sustainable development activities in PA buffer zone 

communities. 

____________________________________________ 

Endowment Fund 

Capital is invested in perpetuity, and only the 

resulting investment income is used to finance 

grants and activities. 

____________________________________________ 

Sinking Fund 

The entire principal and investment income is 

disbursed over a fairly long period (typically ten 

to 20 years) until it is completely spent and thus 

sinks to zero. 

____________________________________________ 

Revolving Fund 

Income from taxes, fees, fines, or Payments for  

Ecosystem Services (PES), that are specially earmarked,  

regularly go into the fund to be used for specified purposes. 
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Essential Conditions  

 

CTFs are just one of a number of different tools for financing biodiversity conservation, 

and are not necessarily appropriate or feasible for all countries and in all situations. The 

GEF Evaluation concluded that CTFs require four ñessential conditionsò: 

 

1 The issue to be addressed requires a commitment of at least ten to 15 years; 

 

2 There is active government support for a public-private sector mechanism outside direct 

government control; 

 

3 A critical mass of people from diverse sectors of society that can work together to 

achieve biodiversity conservation and sustainable development; and 

 

4 There is a basic fabric of legal and financial practices and supporting institutions 

(including banking, auditing and contracting) in which people have confidence.  These 

four conditions continue to be valid, with certain refinements that will be discussed in 

later chapters of this Review.   
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CTFs and the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness 

 

Experience has demonstrated that CTFs can be an effective tool for achieving the goals 

of the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness (2005) by: 

 

1. Strengthening partner countriesô sustainable development strategies and associated 

operational frameworks with respect to the management of PAs; 

 

2. Increasing alignment of aid with partner countriesô biodiversity conservation 

priorities, and helping to strengthen partner countriesô PA systems; 

 

3. Enhancing donorsô and partner countriesô respective accountability to their citizens 

and parliaments, because CTFs are open and transparent institutions that: (a) Make 

grants based on publicly declared criteria; (b) Submit detailed annual reports on their 

activities to donors, national governments and the public; and (c) Are subject to annual 

audits by independent accounting firms, which are made public; and 

 

4. Eliminating duplication of efforts and rationalizing donor activities to make them as 

cost-effective as possible, because CTFs combine and coordinate funding from multiple 

donors, which also reduces the reporting burden on grant recipients; 

 

5. Defining measures and standards of performance and accountability of partner 

country PA systems, by conditioning CTF grants on the achievement of measurable 

performance benchmarks and compliance with rigorous standards of financial 

management.  

 

CTFs also address what the Paris Declaration refers to as ñthe remaining challengesò 

by: 

 

6. Providing more predictable and multi-year commitments on aid flows to committed 

partner countries; 

 

7. Delegating authority from international donor agencies to a partner country grant-

making institution (i.e., the CTF), which can integrate global programs and initiatives 

(such as the Convention on Biological Diversity, or the UN Framework Convention on 

Climate Change) into partner countriesô broader sustainable development agendas; and 

 

8. Increasing transparency and reducing opportunities for corruption, by the public 

disclosure of all CTF grants, operating costs and investments, and through supervision 

by independent public-private governing boards. 
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CHAPTER 3 ï STRATEGIC PLANNING, GRANTMAKING AND 

ADMINI STRATIVE COSTS  

 

CTFs use strategic planning to set priorities and ensure that funds and resources are 

effectively and efficiently applied in the execution of the CTFôs mission. Strategic plans 

are typically developed for three to five years in broad consultation with diverse 

stakeholders.  

 

Most CTFs have a separate grant administration manual, or a section of their operations 

manual, that covers grant proposal review procedures, procedures for responding to 

applicants, grant reporting requirements, and grant monitoring and evaluation criteria and 

procedures. 

 

Administrative costs for most CTFs range from ten to 20 percent of their total annual 

budget. To minimize administrative costs, CTFs need to keep costs below a ceiling, based 

on a standard definition of what constitutes administrative costs. 

 

Ensuring a Long-term Focus on Biodiversity Conservation 

 

Some CTFs have evolved from a strict focus on conserving biodiversity to an increasing 

focus on improving the livelihoods of communities near PAs and promoting sustainable 

development. In some cases, this shift in focus has been encouraged, or even required by, 

international donors or national governments that have defined ñpoverty alleviationò as 

their overarching goal.  Supporting such activities in communities near PAs is also 

viewed as an indirect way of supporting biodiversity conservation and strengthening PAs, 

to the extent that this contributes to reducing the level of human threats to biodiversity 

and PAs. 

 

However, there can be a risk that a CTFôs grantmaking can become too broad, diluting 

direct impacts on biodiversity. Strategies for maintaining a focus on biodiversity 

conservation include: 

 

Å Provisions in a CTFôs articles of incorporation that clearly limit the purposes for which 

the CTF can make grants, and require the unanimous vote of the board for any changes; 

 

Å Requirements that members of the CTFôs board be chosen based on their expertise in 

biodiversity conservation or their affiliation with nongovernmental conservation 

organizations; or 

 

Å Donor grant agreements that establish separate accounts in a CTF that can only be spent 

for narrowly defined purposes, and are governed by a special committee that includes 

representatives of a particular donor(s). 
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CHAPTER 4 ï FUNDING PROTECTED AREASô RECURRENT COSTS AND 

FINANCIAL GAP A NALYSIS 

 

Funding for PAs in developing countries has not kept up with the roughly ten-fold 

increase in the number of PAs in the world over the last four decades, which now cover 

approximately 12 percent of the worldôs land surface. According to the World 

Conservation Monitoring Centre, less than one billion dollars annually are spent on PA 

management in developing countries, resulting in inadequate staff, vehicles, fuel and 

other basic management necessities. Insufficient investment often leads to progressive 

degradation of the biological resources that PAs were established to conserve.  

 

Through their funding for long-term recurrent costs of biodiversity conservation and PAs, 

CTFs provide a relatively stable and secure source of funding for salaries, infrastructure 

maintenance, equipment and supplies. CTFs also serve as an exit strategy for 

international donors in countries where they plan to close down their projects or offices 

(for budgetary or other reasons) but would still like to have a lasting impact. 

 

In some cases, donors have initially expressed concerns about whether they will receive 

sufficient public recognition if their financial contributions are combined with those of 

other donors and managed by a CTF.  However, many international donors and national 

governments realize that the value of their investments in conservation can be multiplied 

many times when their contributions are leveraged by matching contributions from other 

international donors, and/or by a national government in the form of new fees and taxes 

specifically earmarked for the CTF. CTFsô success in producing conservation results and 

raising public awareness of bio-diversity conservation and PAs has led many 

international donors and national governments to further increase their funding for PAs 

and biodiversity conservation, even above and beyond their CTF contributions.   

 

CTFs are commonly used as a mechanism for creditor and debtor governments to channel 

funds generated by debt-for-nature swaps (i.e., the cancellation of debt repayment 

obligations in exchange for funding programs to conserve the indebted countryôs 

biodiversity) and to spread the spending of those funds over as long as 20 years rather 

than spending them at once. Countries such as Peru, Ecuador, Bolivia and Madagascar 

have used CTFs to channel many tens of millions of dollars from bilateral debt-for-nature 

swaps into long-term financing for their national PA systems. 

 

CTFs can improve the management performance of government-run PA systems, because 

CTFs require grant recipients to adhere to specific conditions and procedures, and often 

to meet specific benchmarks. The predictability and security that CTFs provide as a 

source of sustainable financing increases PA managersô ability to do long-term planning, 

and increases stakeholder support by reassuring people that financial resources for 

conservation and sustainable development activities continue to be available.  

 

CTFs are often based on (and often utilize) long-term financial and business planning 

tools, such as financial gap analysis and financial sustainability scorecards. This 
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improves the effectiveness and efficiency of PA management, which can in turn lead 

national governments to increase their annual budget allocations for PAs. 

 

 

CHAPTER 5 ï MONITORING AND EVALUA TING IMPACTS ON 

BIODIVE RSITY  

 

Most CTFs do a good job of monitoring and evaluating project completion indicators, but 

do not do an equally good job in monitoring the biodiversity impacts of their grants. One 

of the reasons for this is because they either do not have, or they do not collect, the 

baseline data necessary to monitor and evaluate these biodiversity impacts. Biological 

indicators are also challenging (and sometimes expensive) to collect and interpret, and 

are often not sufficiently sensitive over short time frames relevant to program managers. 

 

Many CTFs are now devoting more resources to improving their monitoring and 

evaluation (M&E) of the biodiversity impacts of their grants, which should lead to 

improved grant selection and project design in the future. 

 

M&E of parks funds can be done relatively easily and cheaply by using tools such as the 

Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool created by the World Bank and WWF. 

However, M&E of biodiversity impacts of grants funds is often much more difficult as 

these grants serve many different purposes, and are often made to NGOs and CBOs with 

no previous M&E experience. 

 

Best Practices for Monitoring and Evaluation 

 

CTFs should require each grantee to: (1) Include goals and indicators for biodiversity 

conservation (or threat reduction) in its grant proposal; (2) Collect relevant baseline data 

on biodiversity (or on threats to biodiversity) before implementing the grant; and (3) 

Submit data several times during grant implementation, and after grant completion, to 

measure changes in the key indicators.   

 

Annex G to this Review represents a model template for evaluating: (1) The performance 

of CTFs as institutions and (2) The programmatic impacts of their grants. 

 

 

CHAPTER 6 ï BOARD AND GOVERNANCE ISSUES 

 

The single most important condition (i.e., best practice) for good governance is for a 

majority of the members of a CTFôs governing board to come from outside of 

government. Experience shows that CTFs with greater independence from government 

are more transparent and effective in achieving biodiversity conservation goals, less 

influenced by short-term political considerations, and more successful in attracting 

contributions from international donors and from the private sector than government-

controlled funds. Other important factors ensuring a CTFôs independent status include: 

(1) The Chairman of the board should not be a government official; (2) The CTFôs 
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offices should not be physically located inside a government ministry; and (3) Non-

governmental members of the board should not be chosen or appointed by a government. 

 

Board Composition 

 

Non-governmental members of the board should be elected by other board members, or 

be chosen by widely recognized and independent groups and associations. However, it is 

highly advised to have at least one high-level government representative on the board, to 

ensure that a CTFôs activities are linked to national biodiversity conservation action plans 

and policies, and to ensure government support for a CTF. 

 

Board members should have diverse backgrounds and be chosen on the basis of their 

personal competencies, based on how they can contribute to achieving the goals of the 

CTF. 

 

Board membersô terms of office should be staggered (rather than all ending at the same 

time) to provide greater institutional continuity and their responsibilities should be clearly 

specified in a CTFôs bylaws or its operations manual. 

 

The Role of Expert Committees 

 

CTF boards often function more efficiently if they delegate certain topics to expert 

committees (i.e., finance or technical committees) to discuss and then make 

recommendations to the full board. Larger boards benefit from having members with 

different kinds of technical expertise and geographical backgrounds. However, a larger 

board can make it harder to reach decisions, and can raise a CTFôs administrative costs. 

One option is to have a smaller executive committee that meets more frequently and 

handles many short-term and urgent decisions, while the full board meets only once or 

twice each year and focuses on larger and more strategic decisions. 

 

 

CHAPTER 7 ï LEGAL AND TAX ISSUES  

 

All common law countries and most civil law countries have laws that permit the creation 

of CTFs as trust funds or foundations. In the absence of an appropriate legal framework, 

CTFs may also be established by: 1) Enacting a special law solely to establish a particular 

CTF and grant it tax exemptions and other privileges; 2) Establishing an offshore CTF in 

a country with a flexible and well-respected legal system; and 3) Establishing a CTF 

through a bilateral or other international agreement, rather than under national legislation. 

The Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the United States have the most unrestricted 

legal frame works for establishing CTFs and foundations. 

 

CTFs need to ensure that interest and investment income (including capital gains) earned 

by investment of endowment funds is exempt from taxation at the source (i.e., in the 

country where the money is invested) or in the destination country (i.e., the country 

where the CTF is legally registered or operate 
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Conflict of interest rules should be clearly defined in a CTFôs articles of incorporation, 

bylaws and operations manual to prohibit CTF board members, staff or their family 

members from receiving any grants from the CTF, or receiving any kind of economic 

benefits from the CTFôs grants. 

 

 

CHAPTER 8 - FUNDRAISING  

 

New fundraising opportunities for CTFs are emerging. While the GEF and bilateral aid 

agencies remain the major sources of funding (almost 75 percent) for CTFs, partnerships 

with corporations, other nonprofit organizations and foundations also play an increasing 

role. In most cases, money raised through those partnerships is used to finance individual 

projects and programs rather than to capitalize endowments. 

 

Some natural resource extractive industry companies have provided funds to help 

capitalize new CTFs or new accounts within existing CTFs (mostly in the form of sinking 

funds). However, partnering with such companies can also be potentially risky for a 

CTFôs image. A CTFôs board and executive director need to make sure that a partner 

company´s values significantly overlap with the CTF´s values, and that the CTF retains 

the capacity to walk away if the company´s policies or activities put the CTFôs reputation 

at risk. 

 

Other new types of funding mechanisms (such as PES, PA entrance fees, or various taxes 

and levies) have continued to emerge in the past few years to finance conservation in PAs 

and other biologically rich areas. This additional funding for conservation, whether or not 

it is channeled through CTFs, can relieve pressure on CTFs to raise money from other 

sources. 
 

CTFs can also tap into ñnew philanthropyòð donations by socially conscientious 

wealthy individualsðboth in developed countries and in emerging market countries, but 

CTFs will have to learn to position themselves to capitalize upon these new opportunities. 

 

Best fundraising practices for CTFs include building up the necessary fundraising, 

marketing and strategic skills of boards and senior management, and designing a realistic 

and well thought-out marketing and fundraising strategy. 

 

 

CHAPTER 9 ï INVESTMENT MANAGEMENT  

 

The Conservation Trust Investment Survey Analysis (2008) shows that the investment 

performance of CTFs is comparable to that of US colleges and universities: the weighted 

average return for 19 CTFs responding to the survey was 10.19 percent for all years, and 

10.57 percent for 2003 through 2006. This is a sign of growing sophistication in CTFsô 

investment policies. Many CTFs have also hired investment advisors to oversee their 

investment managers, and most CTFs now have clear and specific investment guidelines.  
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Best investment management practices include having a diversified asset base and a 

flexible spending policy, both of which should be regularly reevaluated and modified as 

necessary, based on a CTFôs long-term investment strategy and changes in global 

financial markets. Around 80 percent of CTFs rebalance the allocation of investments in 

their portfolio at least once per year, with some CTFs doing either monthly or bimonthly 

rebalancing.  

 

Environmental screening has become standard with CTFs, whereas the use of socially 

responsible investing (SRI) practices is not as widespread. SRI practices can be time 

consuming and expensive and require significant background research and dialogue with 

various companies to influence their operational practices. 

 

 

  
 

Summary Table 

 

The following key data presents aggregate numbers for 

CTFs around the world. The data is based on information 

provided by roughly 20 CTFs in response to a 

questionnaire sent to more than 50 CTFs, as well as most 

recently available information from other sources, 

including CTF websites, annual reports and personal 

interviews. 

 

Number of CTFs   ~55 

_________________________________________ 

Capital Raised Worldwide 

An estimated $810 million* 

(74% in LAC, 10% in Asia, 9% 

in Africa, and 7% in Europe). 

_________________________________________ 

Capital Raised  

US: 45%; GEF: 19% 

Breakdown by (with 31% in Africa); 

Donor Worldwide Germany: 7%; 

National Governments: 6%; 

Other Donors: 23%. 

_________________________________________ 

Investment Performance  

Weighted average annual return of  

19 CTFs is 10.19% for all years,  

and 10.57% for 2003 through 2006. 
 
* In the case of the Polish EcoFund, only the $45.5 million generated at the inception 

of the Fund has been taken into account. 
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CHAPTER 10 ï CONSERVATION TRUST FUNDS IN AFRICA  

 

Most CTFs in Africa before 2002 focused on supporting just one or two PAs, and were in 

anglophone countries. However, most of the newer CTFs in Africa are in francophone 

countries and were created to help finance a countryôs entire PA system. This change in 

focus also reflects the shift by the GEF (which is the largest donor to CTFs in Africa) 

from supporting conservation projects at individual site levels to supporting system-level 

management of PAs. 

 

Identified Challenges 

 

Most African CTFs in existence for at least five years have had positive impacts on the 

individual projects that they have funded on the ground. 

African CTFsô own institutional weaknesses remain the biggest issue, along with their 

need to increase their capital to levels that will enable them to have a more significant 

biodiversity conservation impact. 

 

The lack of system-wide PA financial gap analysis in most African countries (with a few 

notable exceptions like Madagascar) makes it difficult to design and establish CTFs to 

support entire national PA systems. However, even designing a CTF based on a ñno 

frillsò scenario that provides only the minimum amount necessary to protect biodiversity 

can be expensive. 

 

Successes in raising initial capital for the Madagascar Foundation for Protected Areas and 

Biodiversity and Central Africaôs Sangha Tri-national Foundation contrast with the 

challenges faced by East African CTFs in raising additional capital, or the difficulties 

faced by emerging CTFs in Benin or Mauritania in finding initial capital. Therefore, it is 

hard to predict the extent to which the international community will be willing and able 

to contribute the money needed for creating CTFs across the region.  

 

Requirements for Establishing Successful Conservation Trust Funds in Africa 

 

After 15 years of experience in Africa, and even longer experience in Latin America and 

the Caribbean, we know that key factors for establishing successful CTFs include: 1) A 

country-wide conservation strategy that presents a quantified biodiversity conservation 

needs assessment both within and outside PAs; 2) Political support at the highest levels in 

a country, with limited government involvement in a CTFôs day-to-day management; 3) 

Fundraising and technical support from international organizations; 4) Consultative 

processes that include all major stakeholders and reflect those inputs in a CTFôs design, 

including support for sustainable livelihoods; and 5) Top-notch human resources that 

provide the breadth of skills needed to lead a CTF, both at the senior management staff 

level and board level. 
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CHAPTER 11 ï ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF CONSERVATION 

TURST FUNDS 

 

The Review has found that the following list of advantages and disadvantages of CTFs 

from the 1999 GEF Evaluation remains valid, with certain qualifications that are 

discussed in detail in the Review. 

 

ADVANTAGES  

_______________________________________ 

1. Can finance recurrent costs; 

2. Can facilitate long-term planning; 

3. Broad stakeholder participation leads to transparent decision-making and strengthens 

civil society; 

4. Can react flexibly to new challenges; 

5. Can plan for the long-term because independent of changes in government and shifts in 

political priorities; 

6. More capable than donor organizations of working flexibly and with attention to small-

scale details; 

7.  Create better coordination between donors, government and civil society; 

8.  Allow donors to comply with international recommendations for aid effectiveness; 

and 

9. A vehicle to collect and secure greater private contributions for biodiversity 

conservation 

 

DISADVANTAGES  

________________________________________ 

1. Can tie up large amounts of capital; modest income; high administrative costs; 

2. Exposed to market volatility and possible loss of capital; 

3. Can create pressure to spend too much on grants instead of building up capital; 

4. Secure financing can breed complacency if there are no performance incentives; 

5. Making grants reflects a project-based approach, and risks neglecting the legal and 

economic framework; and 

6. Donor agencies are not able to follow up on such long-term investments and ensure 

accountability for the use of public funds. 
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FUTURE ROLES OF CONSERVATION TRUST FUNDS 

 

In the future, CTFs will continue to play a role in ensuring sustainable financing and 

providing recurrent funding for the management of PA systems. CTFs may also 

increasingly come to rely on recurrent sources of in-country funding, such as: 

 

Payment for Ecosystem Services, including payments for carbon sequestration and 

watershed conservation; 

 

Business biodiversity offsets, which involve environmental compensation for major 

mining and resource extraction projects; 

 

Tourism taxes and fees which are allocated by law for nature conservation; and 

  

Pollution taxes and environmental fines.  

 

Another emerging role for some CTFs is serving as a grants administrator for 

international donor funded small grants programs (SGPs) in fields that are not necessarily 

related to biodiversity conservation. CTFs are an attractive vehicle because CTFs often 

represent the only nongovernmental in-country based grant-making institution, and many 

CTFs are widely respected by the public for their honest and efficient administration of 

small grants programs. The advantage to CTFs of playing such a role allows CTFs to earn 

extra income to cover part of their fixed operating costs, and thereby subsidize the costs 

of carrying out their primary mission of biodiversity conservation. 

 

In the future, CTFs may also be able to use their expertise and experience in 

administering SGPs as the basis for serving as a financial intermediary between buyers 

and sellers of environmental services. CTFs can also use their expertise as grant making 

institutions and financial intermediaries to serve as efficient and effective mechanisms for 

channeling long-term subsidies, financial incentives and compensation to rural 

communities for shifting away from ecologically unsustainable practices to more 

sustainable forms of natural resource use. 
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CHAPTER 1: BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY  

Background on Conservation Trust Funds 

 

More than 50 conservation trust funds (CTFs) have been created since 1991, with the aim 

of providing a long-term sustainable source of funding for biodiversity conservation and 

sustainable development in developing countries and transition economies (see Annex F 

for a list of CTFs). The total amount contributed by donors to CTFs probably exceeds 

$1.2 billion, of which around $800 million has already been given out as grants for 

biodiversity conservation, environmental protection and sustainable development. The 

majority of CTFs have been established in the Latin American and Caribbean (LAC) 

region. 

 

CTFs are private, legally independent grant-making institutions that provide sustainable 

financing for biodiversity conservation and often finance part of the long-term 

management costs of a countryôs protected area (PA) system.  They can serve as an 

effective means for mobilizing large amounts of additional funding for biodiversity 

conservation from international donors, national governments and the private sector.  

 

CTFs raise and invest funds to make grants to non-governmental organizations (NGOs), 

community based organizations (CBOs) and governmental agencies (such as national 

parks agencies). CTFs are financing mechanisms rather than implementing agencies. 

They also can serve as mechanisms for strengthening civil society and for making 

government PA management agencies more transparent, accountable and effective.  

 

CTFs can be characterized as public-private partnerships, and in most cases at least half 

of the members of their governing boards are from civil society. In addition to funding 

conservation projects, CTFs provide technical assistance and grants to strengthen the 

institutional capacity of grantees.  CTFs have also served as catalysts for the creation of 

new partnerships with private businesses for the conservation and sustainable use of 

biological resources. Many CTFs also reduce threats to biodiversity by financing projects 

that improve and promote sustainable livelihoods of poor communities living near PAs. 

 

Background on Rapid Review of Conservation Trust Funds 

 

In 2007, the Conservation Finance Alliance (CFA) Working Group on Environmental 

Funds identified the need to conduct a rapid review of experience with the creation, 

operation and evaluation of CTFs.  The objective of this Rapid Review of Conservation 

Trust Funds is to assess the current status of CTFs worldwide, focusing on those that 

have been in operation for at least five years, and to provide a rationale for further 

investment in CTFs.  The Review identifies best practice standards for effective 

governance and administration of CTFs, and provides guidelines for monitoring and 

evaluating CTFsô operations and biodiversity impact. 

 

The CFA Working Group on Environmental Funds commissioned the Review, with 

support provided by the French Global Environment Facility (FFEM), French 
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Development Agency (AFD), German Development Bank (KfW), Conservation 

International (CI) and the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF).  The Review was 

prepared by a consulting team consisting of Barry Spergel (lead consultant) and Philippe 

Taïeb based on interviews, a CTF survey, review of CTF literature and extensive 

consultations.  The consultants and the Working Group are grateful to the many 

individuals and organizations who participated in the Review, with special thanks to the 

Global Environment Facility (GEF) that served on the Steering Committee for the 

Review, and the Latin American and Caribbean Network of Environmental Funds 

(RedLAC). 

 

In parallel, the FFEMôs Steering Committee asked its Secretariat to assess the pertinence 

of funds as models for financing biodiversity conservation to guide their decision to 

continue supporting funds.  Since francophone Africa represents the core geographical 

priority of the FFEM, the FFEM requested that this Review include analysis of the state 

of development and future prospects for funds in francophone Africa.   

 

The CFA Working Group on Environmental Funds and RedLAC also recently sponsored 

the first annual Conservation Trust Fund Investment Survey Analysis (coordinated by 

Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) and CI, with support from the Acacia Fund) which 

provides a comparative analysis of investment strategies and financial performance of 

CTFs.  Chapter 6 of the Review on Investment Management draws on findings from the 

Investment Survey. 

 

Evaluations of CTF Experience 

 

The Review is not intended to replicate the GEFôs 1999 comprehensive evaluation of 

Experience with Conservation Trust Funds.
1
 Almost ten years later, the recommendations 

from this evaluation continue to guide the development of funds around the world.  The 

GEF evaluation focused on the performance of the funds, but not on their biodiversity 

impacts, since most of the funds were too recently established to allow for a reliable 

assessment of these impacts.   

 

CTFs are now increasingly carrying out evaluations of their own operations, and 

participating in independent evaluations in response to donor evaluation requirements. 

For example, the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the World Bank 

have prepared project evaluation reports on more than a dozen GEF-financed projects 

that involve CTFs. The United States Agency for International Development (USAID) 

has commissioned more than 20 independent evaluations of CTFs that were financed 

with the proceeds generated by US bilateral debt reduction agreements under the 

Enterprise for the Americas Initiative (EAI) and the Tropical Forest Conservation Act 

                                                 
1
 Global Environment Facility. 1999. Experience with Conservation Trust Funds, Evaluation Report N°1-

99. Washington, DC. 
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(TFCA).  In 2003, RedLAC sponsored an assessment of the experiences of its 19 member 

funds.
2
 

 

Methodology 

 

The Review was conducted in 2007-2008 based on:  

 Interviews with representatives of CTFs, donors and NGOs, including the 

executive directors of more than 15 CTFs at the 2007 RedLAC General Assembly 

and more than 20 telephone interviews with executive directors of CTFs in Africa 

and Asia (see Annex B for a list of persons interviewed by the consultants); 

 Review of over 200 reports, publications and legal documents that are listed in the 

Bibliography (Annex C), including evaluations of individual CTFs that were 

commissioned or carried out by donor agencies such as the GEF, World Bank and 

US Government;  

 Survey of CTF executive directors (results summarized in Annex D); 

 CTF case studies (Annex E) provided by RedLAC member funds and other 

participating funds; 

 Feedback from public presentations and discussions of the Review at various 

stages of development, including at the following venues: (1) RedLAC General 

Assembly in El Salvador in November 2007; (2) GEF Secretariat in Washington 

in November 2007; (3) Environmental Funds Working Group meeting in 

Washington in January 2008; and (4) French government hosted meeting in Paris 

in February 2008; and,  

 Comments on the draft report from more than 40 technical experts, CTF executive 

directors, and donor agency representatives. 

 

 

                                                 
2
 Oleas, Reyna and Barragain, Lourdes. 2003. Environmental Funds as a Mechanism for Conservation and 

Sustainable Development in Latin America and the Caribbean.  Report prepared for RedLAC 

(www.redlac.org). 
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CHAPTER 2: PURPOSES AND ROLES OF 
CONSERVATION TRUST FUNDS 

Main Characteristics of CTFs:  
 

 CTFs are intended to provide long-term financing (usually for at least ten to 15 

years) for purposes defined in the CTFsô legal documents and that cannot be 

easily changed. 

 

 Biodiversity conservation is one of a CTFôs main purposes, and a significant 
proportion of a CTFôs grants are awarded for purposes related to biodiversity 

conservation.  

 

 CTFs are legally independent entities governed by a board of directors (or an 

equivalent such as a governing council or oversight committee) that includes 

members from outside of government, who usually constitute a majority of the 

governing board or council. 

 

 CTFs award grants are based on: 

 An open and competitive process of soliciting and evaluating proposals 

based on transparent criteria (in the case of a ñgrants fundò); or 

 An assessment of whether PAs have met specific eligibility criteria or 

performance benchmarks (in the case of a ñparks fundò).  

In either case, there is a clear separation between the organization that is 

responsible for raising, managing and awarding funds (i.e., the CTF), and the 

organizations that spend these funds to carry out conservation-related activities 

and projects.  

 

 

Evolving Roles of CTFs  

  

Some CTFs are primarily dedicated to conserving biodiversity, whereas others also focus 

on strengthening civil society as one of their main roles. For example, the Foundation for 

the Philippine Environment (FPE) was set up during the 1980s at a time of democratic 

transition in the Philippines.  FPE was established to support growth of NGOs while 

supporting the environmental sector.  

 

Some EAI funds spend only around 25 percent of their annual grants budgets on projects 

that focus on biodiversity conservation. For example, Colombiaôs Fund for 

Environmental Actions and Childhood (FPAA) administers Colombiaôs EAI fund which 

provides grants for environmental management and child development. The biodiversity 

impact of a CTF can be challenging to assess if only part of its mission is to conserve 

biodiversity. 
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Some CTFs have evolved from being primarily grant-making institutions to being 

facilitators and policy advocates. An independent evaluation of the Indonesian 

Biodiversity Foundation (KEHATI)
3
 identified an initial four-year period in which its 

overall strategic objective was biodiversity conservation at the level of species 

conservation, and during this period, KEHATIôs role was that of a purely grant-making 

organization.  In the second five-year period, the focus on biodiversity conservation 

shifted from species conservation to community-based biodiversity conservation efforts, 

in which KEHATI played a role as a facilitator (i.e., providing financial assistance, 

technical assistance, education and consultancies for local partners). KEHATI continued 

to execute its objective in the third five-year period, but with the additional role of public 

advocacy (i.e., lobbying) for new laws and policies that promote community-based 

biodiversity conservation, such as the provisions that were included in a new 

environmental law that KEHATI helped the parliament to draft. The independent 

evaluation thus comments: ñThe danger here is that KEHATI will drift away from being 

a conservation-based organization toward 

being an NGO focused primarily on 

development issues.ò  

 

  

Characteristics of CTFs: Discipline, 

Flexibility and Transparency 

 

A 2008 report commissioned by the World 

Bank
4
 found that: 

ñSmall grants associated with trust fund 

projects are rated as more successful 

than small grants programs (SGPs) 

which are one of several components on 

a given project. Taken together, the 

factors listed below likely account for a 

more robust portfolio of subprojects, 

leading to stronger implementation 

performance of trust fund-based SGPs: 

a.  trust funds tend to place greater 

emphasis on governance and 

decision-making processes;  

b. trust fund boards and associated 

technical committees are often 

comprised of professionals from 

both the public and private sectors 

and tend to have at least some 

                                                 
3
 Paget, R. et al., 2005.  Evaluation of the Indonesian Biodiversity Foundation Project, USAID. 

4
 Alderman, C. The Role of Small Grants Programs in Biodiversity Conservation: An Evaluation of World 

Bank-GEF Experience. 

ñThe advantage of an endowment is 

that what you lose in terms of 

immediate cash flow, you gain in 

permanence, i.e. the discipline that 

an endowment implies forces you to 

spend money wisely. Otherwise, itôs 

too easy to end up wasting money 

on ówhite elephantô infrastructure 

projects (buildings, roads and 

vehicles) that will take a lot of 

money to maintain. Nevertheless, 

there are some cases where you may 

need to spend large sums of money 

on a one-time basis, i.e., for 

emergencies like massive forest 

fires or for land acquisition for PAs. 

However, having the CTFôs basic 

operational costs covered by an 

endowment [or, one might add, by 

an assured stream of income from a 

revolving fund or a long-term 

sinking fund] serves as an anchor, 

and allows the CTF to focus its 

efforts on other fundraising efforts 

for different programs and 

projects.ò  

 

Lorenzo Rosenzweig, FMCN 
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individuals recruited on the basis of recognized technical and professional 

expertise;  

c.  trust funds have greater inherent flexibility allowing them to adapt and change 

their priorities and strategies as field conditions change; éò 

 

Many CTF executive directors say that CTFs are more efficient, flexible, effective and 

transparent institutional mechanisms for delivering financial and technical assistance to 

PAs than many government agencies because CTFs are not as politicized or rigidly 

constrained by civil service procurement rules and employment rules.  

 

For example, in one country, park managers used to have to wait for six to 12 months to 

obtain all of the necessary approvals and authorizations from officials in the capital city 

to buy pencils, but now routinely ask the CTF in that country to buy them things like 

binoculars or radios.  The CTF has efficient computer programs and accounting systems 

for processing such requests and can quickly disburse the funds needed to the park 

manager to purchase equipment if their requests meet specific criteria. In another country, 

park staff often experienced delayed salary payments of up to nine months, which left 

everyone demoralized.  After a CTF began supporting a large part of the operating costs 

of the PAs the delays ceased and it was finally possible to recruit talented and dedicated 

staff for the parks.  

   

CTFsô Relationship to Government Policies 

 

Many CTFs describe their mission as providing financing to implement government 

policies. For example, the Mexican Nature Conservation Fund (FMCN) uses the 

following criteria for project selection:  

(1) Conservation of biodiversity;  

(2) Relationship to national environmental priorities;  

(3) Compliance with national programs for natural resource management, such as 

terrestrial priority areas, hydrological priority areas, areas important for bird conservation 

and the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES), and national 

norms for conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity;  

(4)  Technical quality and structure and design of the project; and  

(5) Direct involvement of communities living in the area of the project in project 

operations. 

  

According to FMCNôs Executive Director, FMCN has: 

 Played a fundamental role in consolidating and improving the Mexican 

Governmentôs PA System;  

 Held a very low profile in affecting broader government environmental policy; 

and  

 Provided a sense of continuity for the Mexican Government because FMCN 

has lasted through three different presidential administrations. 
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The PUMA Foundationôs Project School 
Boliviaôs PUMA Foundation provides one of the best examples 

of how a CTF can provide capacity building and institutional 

strengthening for NGOs and CBOs that implement projects for 

biodiversity conservation and sustainable natural resource use.  

PUMA requires potential grantees whose concept papers have 

passed an initial screening to attend a Project School, which is 

a two-week course that teaches grantees about financial 

planning, reporting and other components that need to be 

incorporated into the design and implementation of their 

projects, as well as business planning for their proposed 

revenue generating ventures. The Project School has proved to 

be very effective. Whether this represents a best practice for 

other CTFs to emulate depends on a CTFôs mission statement, 

strategic plan and grant eligibility criteria to encompass this 

kind of capacity building activity. 

 

In two Latin American countries, recently elected populist governments discussed the 

possibility of nationalizing very successful CTFs, and merging them into government 

ministries. This points to the need for legally enforceable grant agreements between the 

donors and the host country government that give donors the legal right to retrieve or 

reprogram their funding contribution if a CTF is taken over by the host country 

government. CTFs can play an important role in helping to implement government 

policies, but CTFs lose their effectiveness and their raison dô°tre if they simply become 

merged into government.  

 

Some CTFs were designed based on the assumption, or promises from the host country, 

that certain legal or policy changes, would occur to create the necessary enabling 

environment for the CTFôs conservation strategy to succeed. Without follow-through on 

government commitment the CTF risks stagnation and the inability to achieve its 

objectives.  

 

If a CTFôs core mission depends on certain key political or legal commitments, then the 

best practice may be for donors to delay contributing to the CTF until the necessary legal 

or regulatory changes are in place. This type of donor conditionality has been welcomed 

by local conservation NGOs and even by government PA management agencies. 

Potential international donor contributions to a CTF can be a powerful incentive to 

convince national legislatures or executive bodies to make needed reforms. Conversely, 

CTFs may be unable to fulfill their chosen role in a weak enabling environment.  

 

Role of CTFs in Capacity Building and Institutional Strengthening 
 

A central part of the mission 

and strategic plans of many 

CTFs is to support capacity 

building and institutional 

strengthening for PA 

management agencies, NGOs 

and CBOs. CTF boards need to 

determine: How much and 

what kinds of technical 

assistance are appropriate for 

the CTF to provide? How 

much does (or should) this 

cost? Will it substantially raise 

administrative costs?  Should 

these additional costs be passed 

on to grantees? Should the technical assistance be out-sourced as a grant, cooperative 

agreement or contract with an NGO or for-profit consulting firm that specializes in 

providing this type of technical assistance and training? 

 

Many TFCA and EAI funds in LAC have been very successful in strengthening local 

environmental NGOs and building the capacity of CBOs to carry out sustainable 
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development projects that can reduce threats to biodiversity. Sometimes funds make 

grants explicitly for this purpose; sometimes a CTFôs own staff provides such assistance 

to grantees without any charge; and sometimes funds charge or deduct fees (usually equal 

to around ten percent of the amount of a grant) for providing such assistance. Charging 

grantees fees can be controversial, and there is no consensus among CTFs and 

international donors about what constitutes best practice in this regard.   

 
Payments for Ecoystem Services and other Market-based Mechanisms:  New Roles 

and Revenue Sources for CTFs  

 
CTFs are in a good position to use their expertise and experience in administering SGPs 

for serving as the financial intermediary between buyers and sellers of ecosystem 

(environmental) services. CTFs can also use their expertise as grant making institutions 

and financial intermediaries to serve as efficient and effective mechanisms for channeling 

long-term subsidies, financial incentives and compensation to rural communities for 

shifting away from ecologically unsustainable practices to more sustainable forms of 

natural resource use.   

 

 For example, Guatemalaôs Sierra de las Minas Water Fund proposes to receive user fees 

from watershed services (i.e., commercial and individual water consumers), and then 

channel these fee revenues to pay suppliers of watershed services (i.e., small farmers and 

landowners) for conserving the forests that help to maintain water flow and water quality.  

Costa Ricaôs FONAFIFO channels revenues from 3 different sources (i.e., 3.5 percent of 

the national gasoline tax; carbon sequestration payments by foreign electric utility 

companies; and watershed conservation payments by Costa Rican hydroelectric power 

companies and commercial water users) in order to pay small landowners for signing 

five-year renewable contracts not to cut down the trees on their lands (thereby 

sequestering carbon emissions and conserving watersheds). 

 

Scott Lampman, the head of USAIDôs EAI and TFCA Secretariat, has suggested the 

following possible future roles for CTFs as intermediaries in Payments for Ecosystem 

Services (PES) transactions, which can thereby also serve to reduce transactions costs:
5
  

 

1. Be the fund administrator for the PES revenues generated.  

 

2. Serve as the trustee for the PES scheme (i.e., manage the investment portfolio ï 

including foreign currency deposits). 

 

3. Bundle ecosystem services and/or buyers and sellers to achieve economies of scale:  

The bottom-line is ensuring payment for performance, regardless of the revenue 

source. Sellers need not know or care who the buyers are. 

 

4. Strengthen the institutions engaged in the PES transactions. 

                                                 
5 Scott Lampman. 2007.  Possible Roles for Environmental Funds in Payment for Ecosystem Services 

Schemes. This unpublished paper is partly based on USAID PES Briefs, by Rohit, Jindal and John Kerr.  
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5. Monitor, evaluate and potentially enforce compliance with PES contracts.  

 

6. Broker negotiations (particularly by representing small disparate sellers). 

 

7. Support government decentralization (by outsourcing what might otherwise be 

treated as a national government function). 

 

8. Serve as a fair and transparent distributor of the benefit streams (i.e., grant making). 

 

9. Assist in the valuation of the payments (i.e., pricing the services). 

 

10. Lobby governments to simplify the policy framework under which specific PES 

programs operate (i.e., design, registration, validation and monitoring of PES 

programs). 

 

 
 

CTF governing boards will need to carefully weigh the costs and benefits of engaging in 

PES related activities, relative to their own capabilities and strategic focus.  

 

 

ñEngagement in PES schemes is not necessarily appropriate for all Environmental Funds (EFs). Some 

EFs do not have the ñscaleò to participate and have limited capabilities (i.e., they donôt have the 

resources to engage on the issue). Other EFs simply lack the incentive to engage in PES schemes 

because their strategic orientations are not well served by doing so. In other words, they do not have a 

comparative advantage for engaging in PES and desire to avoid ñmission creepò.ò   

Scott Lampman 
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CHAPTER 3: STRATEGIC  PLANNING, GRANTMAKIN G AND 

ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS   

Main Conclusions:  

 

 CTFs can use strategic planning to set priorities and redefine their policies and 

grant programs over time.  

 Best practices for grant-making generally include: 

o Follow consistent procedures that are well-publicized; 

o Specifically define the areas for which proposals will be accepted; 

o At first request only short concept notes for preliminary screening; 

o Use different criteria depending on the amount and type of the 

grant being sought; 

o Instead of disbursing the entire grant all at once, disburse the 

amount based on the granteesô meeting performance benchmarks. 

 Administrative costs need to be clearly and uniformly defined, and should exclude 

costs for providing training and technical assistance to grant applicants and grantees, 

which are really program costs. Many donors and CTFs limit CTF administrative 

costs to no more than 15 percent of a CTFôs annual budget after its first two years of 

operation. The GEF now tries to limit such costs to ten percent. This is often easier 

for larger CTFs to achieve, because of economies of scale. 

 

 

Strategic Planning 

 

CTFs use strategic planning to focus their grant-making programs. Most experts agree 

that including all key stakeholders (the CTFs board and staff as well as international 

donors, national government officials, partner organizations and potential partner 

organizations) constitutes the best practice for the strategic planning process. Strategic 

plans translate a CTFôs broad vision and mission statements into specific goals, 

objectives and activities. Strategic plans need to be periodically reviewed and adjusted, 

and most CTFs do this at least once every three to five years.  

 

Grant-making  

 

Most CTFs have a separate grant administration manual, or a section of their operations 

manual, that covers grant proposal review procedures, procedures for responding to 

applicants, grant reporting requirements, and grant monitoring and evaluation criteria and 

procedures. Such manuals provide a valuable guide for existing and also incoming staff.  

 

Most CTFs only request and accept grant proposals at pre-established dates, rather than 

throughout the year. The former practice makes it easier for a CTF to plan, budget and 

carry out administrative functions. Grant applicants should be notified within a relatively 

short period after the deadline for submitting proposals, whether or not their proposals 

have been received and have passed a basic screening by the CTFôs technical or program 
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staff. Some CTFs allow grant applicants to modify shortcomings in their proposals and 

resubmit them, whereas other CTFs require grant applicants to submit new proposals 

after the CTFôs next public call for proposals. A CTFôs approach may depend on staff 

capacity, the number of proposals received, and the degree of technical assistance that the 

CTF is able or willing to provide to grant applicants. 

 

In many countries, the Request for Proposals (RfP) process is likely to generate an 

avalanche of proposals from a wide spectrum of applicants and result in considerable 

demand for technical assistance and capacity building in project development and 

implementation, which is why CTFs need to be specific about the kinds of projects for 

which they will accept proposals.  

 

Many CTFôs provide grants for a combination of PA operating costs, local community 

projects, scientific research, and work at the policy level. These elements need to be 

carefully coordinated to achieve maximum impact. In some cases, a CTF grantee serves 

as a pass-through organization for funding 

specific PAs, local communities, etc. In 

other cases, a grantee provides technical 

assistance within PAs or in surrounding 

buffer zones, or provides training and 

capacity building for PA staff, NGOs 

and/or local communities.   

 

One way to streamline part of the project 

cycle is to first invite all interested 

potential applicants to submit a simple 

concept paper or profile of their proposed 

projects. The CTF can review and pre-

select the projects of interest, and invite 

the selected applicants to submit detailed 

proposals.   

 

CTFs often apply different procedures or criteria for the eligibility depending on the 

amount requested in the grant proposal. For example, some CTFs, such as FPE or 

KEHATI, make it possible for regional fund committees to approve small grants based 

on small grants criteria without getting the approval of the full board. Ugandaôs Bwindi 

Mgahinga Conservation Trust (BMCT) allows its local community steering committees 

to approve small grants of up to $1,000 pursuant to pre-established criteria, without first 

getting the approval of the Trust Management Board. Other CTFs lower some of their 

usual requirements in the case of small grants, such as requirements for co-financing or 

scientific monitoring and data collection. Some CTFs (including many of the EAI and 

TFCA funds) require their largest grants (over $100,000) to be approved by a higher 

majority of the CTFôs board (by a ñsupermajorityò of 75 percent of the board members), 

or by board members who represent the national government and the major international 

donor(s) to the CTF. Other CTFs require higher amounts of co-financing, and/or more 

rigorous forms of scientific monitoring, in the case of larger grants.  

FUNBIOôs Management of the Proposal 

Request Process 

In the absence of a national biodiversity strategy 

in Brazil, FUNBIO originally identified five 

priority areas in its first call for proposals: (1) 

sustainable management of natural forests; (2) 

agriculture and biodiversity; (3) sustainable 

fisheries; (4) management of conservation units; 

and (5) conservation of ecosystems on private 

property.  However, the breadth and variety of 

themes brought an avalanche of responses 

totaling 1,083 proposals.  Of these, FUNBIO 

selected and supported only 10 proposals (i.e., 

less than 1percent), for a total of US $2.1 million. 

This experience led FUNBIO to redefine its 

programs to better focus its priorities and niche, 

and make more effective use of its resources. 
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Making grants for a relatively long period of time (more than three years) can lead to lack 

of accountability, or spending funds on approaches that fail to produce intended results 

(in addition to the fact that issuing a grant for several years, or making very large grants 

can strain the financial resources of a CTF). The best ways of addressing these issues 

include disbursing a grant in tranches based on achievement of specified performance 

benchmarks, and requiring increasingly larger amounts of co-financing from the grantee 

or other sources for grant renewal.  

 

Administrative Costs 

 

A CTF should always try to minimize its administrative costs and maximize the net funds 

to achieve the objectives which the CTF was originally established to support. The CTF 

is simply a means to an end, not an end in itself. 

 

CTFs differ in using the term ñadministrative costsò to include the costs of reporting, 

monitoring and evaluation (M&E), and assisting grant applicants with proposal writing or 

grantees with project planning and implementation. A standardized definition of what 

constitutes administrative costs is needed. Staff salaries, rent, vehicles and travel should 

generally be considered administrative costs. Most experts in designing CTFs and CTF 

executive directors feel that a CTFôs costs for providing technical assistance to grantees 

should be considered program costs (i.e., costs of conservation projects) rather than 

administrative costs. In response to donorsô desires to limit CTF administrative costs, 

CTFs generally seek to minimize costs for staff, office space, vehicles and foreign travel 

for CTF staff.  

 

The administrative costs of most CTFs range from ten to 20 percent of total annual 

budget, at least after the second or third year of operation. A number of donors, such as 

the US Government and GEF, include provisions in their grant agreements with CTFs 

that establish a ceiling or a maximum percentage (commonly 15 percent, but as low as 

ten percent or as high as 25 percent) of a CTFôs budget that can be spent on 

administrative expenses. A CTFôs start-up costs are likely to make its administrative 

costs far exceed ten to 20 percent in its first year or two. A CTFôs initially high 

administrative costs may also result from the fact that endowments take time to start 

producing investment income, and therefore the total budget of a CTFôs may be very 

small in its first year. Many donors give CTFs a separate grant to cover start-up 

administrative costs and/or to cover a first year of grant making. This is usually a good 

practice, although in some cases this has led CTFs to ñlive beyond their meansò and 

spend more in their early years when their costs are initially subsidized with less to spend 

later on when the initial subsidy expires), leading to painful readjustments and 

retrenchment processes.   

 

To keep within donor-imposed ceilings on administrative expenses, many Latin 

American CTFs collect a fee from their grantees of between five and 15 percent of the 

total grant amount.  This is used to pay for the CTFôs supervision, monitoring, program 

support costs and capacity building activities. However, the US Government now 

includes a provision in newer TFCA agreements, which specifically prohibits this 
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practice, because it can indirectly have the effect of permitting CTFs to spend too much 

on administrative costs.  

 

However, in some cases (depending on a particular CTFôs mission, purpose and strategic 

plan) it may be possible to reach an agreement on how to allocate part of administrative 

costs for specific projects (i.e., for monitoring and evaluating individual grants, or for 

providing technical assistance to individual grantees). Detailed rules about whether and 

how such costs should be allocated between program costs and administrative costs can 

sometimes be specifically included in grant agreements between donor agencies and 

CTFs, or in CTF bylaws or operations manuals. 
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CHAPTER 4: FUNDING PROTECTED AREASô RECURRENT 

COSTS AND FINANCIAL GAP ANALYSIS  

 
Main Conclusions: 

 The percentage of the recurrent operating costs of national PA systems 

provided by CTFs varies between zero and 95 percent. There is no typical or 

recommended percentage.  

 CTFs should not be regarded as a silver bullet for covering all recurrent 

operating costs of PAs, but rather as one among various financing sources, 

which can also include national government budget allocations, visitor fees, 

PES and donor contributions made directly to PA management agencies for 

specific projects and programs.  

 There is no consensus on whether CTFs should pay for the salaries of PA 

staff, which is one of the largest recurrent costs of many PA systems. In 

principle, this should be a government responsibility (or even a required form 

of government co-financing); but in practice, some governments may lack 

sufficient resources to pay salaries, or to pay them consistently and on time, 

and CTFs may feel the need to fill this gap.  

 In a number of countries such as Mexico and Peru, CTFs have served to 

catalyze greatly increased government spending for PAs (more than 300 

percent). In other countries such as Ecuador, there have been no significant 

changes in government spending on PAs after a CTF was established to help 

co-finance PAs. There do not seem to be any cases in which the establishment 

of CTFs has led to an overall decrease in government spending on PAs.  In 

some cases where CTFs were established to support only certain particular 

PAs, or only PAs in certain regions of a country (i.e., Brazilôs Amazon 

region), governments have transferred their past support for those PAs to 

spend the same overall national budget for PAs on different PAs in other parts 

of the country.   

 The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) calls on each country to 

conduct a comprehensive financial gap analysis for its PA system. This can be 

an extremely useful tool for defining the role of a proposed new CTF and for 

persuading donors to contribute to it. Financial gap analysis can also be a very 

useful tool for redefining and refocusing the role of an already existing CTF. 

 
The Role of CTFôs in Financing Recurrent Costs of PAs 

 

CTFs that provide financing for individual PAs or national PA systems typically finance 

a portion of core park operating costs - sometimes 50 percent (as in the case of the 

Caucasus Protected Areas Foundation), or sometimes either a higher or lower percentage. 

The remainder of the operating costs must be provided as co-financing by national 

governments, international donor agencies, or by entry fees and other types of user fees. 

This approach limits dependency upon the CTF and encourages diversification of 

revenue sources.  
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In Mexico, Peru and Jamaica, parks funds typically agree to finance PA costs such as 

core staff (the park director, conservation chief, administrator and guards), and basic 

operational costs (electricity, water supply, gas and vehicle maintenance). Funding 

agreements are usually multi-year. The CTF typically agrees to a three to four-year PA 

management plan budget. The CTF provides funds to PAs each quarter as agreed in the 

plan. The PA manager and staff can expect the funds to arrive on schedule and they can 

plan program expenditures more rationally.  

 

Most CTFs are not sufficiently large to provide operating costs for all of the individual 

PAs in their countryôs PA system. Therefore CTFs (or the PA management agency) must 

prioritize which PAs should receive CTF support and which PAs will be financed from 

other revenue sources. For example, the bylaws of the Caucasus Protected Areas 

Foundation specify the following five criteria for 

prioritizing which PAs to support: irreplaceability, 

representativity, urgency, feasibility and 

ecoregional importance.  

 

Some CTFs, like FMCN, try over time to 

ñgraduateò specific PAs from their support. In other 

words, FMCN tries to build the capacity of 

individual PAs to fundraise for themselves and 

develop alternative funding sources; or, in some 

cases, FMCN has created separate new 

endowments of around two million dollars for 

individual PAs. Those PAs are then no longer 

eligible to receive grants from FMCN, which gives 

FMCN the flexibility to use its limited resources to 

prioritize those PAs with less access to alternative 

funding sources. 

 

The following five cases illustrate ways in which 

CTFs have financed PA operating costs in their 

respective countries. 

 

Mexico 

 

FMCNôs mission is to conserve Mexicoôs biodiversity and ensure the sustainable use of 

natural resources. During its first five years, FMCN operated exclusively as a grants fund, 

for conservation-related projects to Mexican NGOs, scientific research institutions and 

local communities.  FMCNôs support for Mexicoôs PAs began in 1997, when the 

National Council on Protected Areas decided to transfer its remaining resources ($16.48 

million) from a GEF project to FMCN.  These resources were used to create an 

endowment fund, the Natural Protected Areas Fund (FANP).   

 

Since 1998, the returns generated by FANP have been channeled to ten PAs, covering 

basic personnel and programs of conservation, enforcement, community participation and 

Percentage of Annual PA Operating 

Costs Covered by CTFs 

 

Mexicoôs FMCN: 14 percent of total 

costs of the national PA system  

 

Boliviaôs FUNDESNAP: 50 percent of 

total costs of national PA system 

 

Ecuadorôs FAN: 20 percent of costs of 

national PA system 

 

Peruôs PROFONANPE: 75 percent of 

costs of national PA system 

 

Madagascar Foundation for Protected 

Areas and Biodiversity (FAPB): goal 

of 30 percent of costs of national PA 

system 

 

Suriname Conservation Foundation: 

100 percent of costs of Central 

Suriname Nature Reserve, lesser 

percentages of other PAs 
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training. It also catalyzed a tripling of the Mexican Governmentôs budgetary support for 

those ten PAs within just a five-year period, where support grew from a 14 percent 

contribution to the total budget in 1998 to 45 percent in 2002. Consequently, FANPôs 

contributions decreased from 24 percent in 1998 to 14 percent in 2002.   

 

Although it is hard to clearly demonstrate a cause and effect relationship, CTFs seem to 

have a significant effect in raising the level of government spending for PAs in some 

countries by: 1) Raising public awareness on biodiversity conservation; 2) Producing 

success stories in the case of individual PAs which capture peopleôs attention; and 3) 

Through direct or indirect lobbying (which can be facilitated if a CTF has prominent 

politicians and business leaders on its board, as has always been true in the case of 

FMCN). 

 

In 2001, the GEF approved a second grant to FANP of $22.5 million, which increased the 

total number of PAs included in the program to 22. Today, 72 of the 149 PAs in 

Mexicoôs PA system have their core staff and basic operations budgets paid by the 

Mexican government, and 27 PAs have a published management program.  By way of 

contrast, as recently as 1990, no PAs in Mexico had permanent official staff.  

 

Through support from FANP, the national PA system is developing schemes for long-

term planning and monitoring of field activities. In addition, significant external 

contributions to the endowment from bilateral, corporate and non-profit donors have 

increased the size of the endowment from an original $15.5 million in 1997 to over $50 

million today. While in 1997 the endowment was capitalized by just a single donor 

(GEF) and supported ten PAs, 12 donors have now contributed to an endowment that 

supports a total of 16 PAs. 

 

Bolivia 

 

The vast majority of funding for the Bolivian national PA system (SNAP) comes from 

international donors.  The national treasury contributes only about three percent of the PA 

system's funding. Historically, most support for the system was from donor-funded 

projects. While this helped to create and strengthen the SNAP, a short-term project 

approach did not secure long-term recurrent costs and a sustainable PA system. Boliviaôs 

National Protected Areas Fund (FUNDESNAP) was created by a $15 million grant from 

the GEF to help fill this gap.  

 

In addition to its initial role in managing investment funds, FUNDESNAP has expanded 

its activities to also include the management of project funds, such as the KfW-financed 

Biodiversity in Protected Areas project.  FUNDESNAP never intended to fund all of the 

national PA systemôs recurrent costs as two other sources were planned to also cover part 

of these costs, including PA entry fees, and contributions from municipalities and 

prefectures resulting from new decentralization policies. However, until the new financial 

strategy and other sources of income are in place, the main sources of financing of the PA 

system will continue to be revenues from FUNDESNAP. But since this is only enough to 

cover about 30 percent of the recurrent costs of half of the PAs included in the SNAP, the 
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SNAP will be operated on the most basic level. Although the Government of Bolivia 

originally committed to contribute $3.3 million over five years, because of fiscal crises it 

was only able to provide 27 percent of the planned amount. 

 

Ecuador 
 

Ecuadorôs National Environmental Fund (FAN) provides 20 percent of the total budget of 

Ecuadorôs PA system, which amounts to about $55,000 per year for each PA. The 

Government of Ecuador has also requested that FAN provide guidance on the most 

effective disbursement of funds, including guidance on PA management policies. In 

addition, FAN has raised money for Ecuadorôs PA system from foundations such as 

Moore and MacArthur, and has worked together with national NGOs to secure 

contributions from oil companies to support conservation projects. FAN has also created 

a special account for receiving individual donations for citizens who want to contribute 

towards protecting the environment without donating directly to the government. 

Government spending on PAs has been relatively flat during the lifetime of FAN, 

because of economic and political crises in Ecuador.  

 

Peru 

 

Peruôs National Fund for Protected Areas (PROFONANPE) - through an $18 million 

endowment and various sinking funds from debt swaps - provides 75 percent of the 

financial resources for Peruôs entire national PA system. From 1997 to 2005, the 

Governmentôs budget for PAs increased by roughly 600 percent, from $300,000 per year 

to $1.7 million per year. In addition, the amount of money generated by PA entry fees 

went from $100,000 in 1997 to $1.8 million in 2005. The Peru-US Free Trade Agreement 

requires Peru to increase the number of park guards, thus requiring the Governmentôs 

budget for PAs to increase substantially more in the future. Peru has 60 PAs, representing 

15 percent of its national territory (compared to 13 percent in 1997).  

 

PROFONANPE provides a unique type of long-term sustainable financing for PAs, 

because only private, and not public, institutions in Peru are legally allowed to have 

endowment funds. PROFONANPE's resources enabled the national PA agency to staff 

and manage six PAs that previously had no such resources. The total number of staff 

across the PA system grew from 60 in 1991 to 278 in 1999, of which 40 percent 

employed with budget support from PROFONANPE.  

 

As a result of PROFONANPE funding, PA staff received their salary promptly and on a 

monthly basis for the first time in many years. This had a highly positive impact on staff 

morale. Because of the budgetary stability provided by PROFONANPE, INRENA was 

able to develop and implement improved management policies including: (1) A reduction 

in staff turn-over; (2) Increased training opportunities; (3) More efficient budgetary 

disbursements to the field offices; and (4) Implementation of entrance fees programs 

which now make up more than half of its operating budget. The participatory process 

built into the preparation of PROFONANPE's annual work plans also allowed for small 
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but important input of non-governmental actors to participate in the decision-making 

process for PAs. 

 

Suriname  
 

The Suriname Conservation Foundation (SCF) contributes $800,000 per year to finance 

100 percent of the costs of the Central Suriname Nature Reserve.  Although SCF has not 

made a legal commitment because of the risk of unstable investment income, the level of 

support is expected to continue in perpetuity. The Suriname Government has classified its 

$3.6 million contribution to SCFôs endowment (which was a condition for obtaining 

Dutch Government and UNDP-GEF contributions), as payment in advance for future 

yearsô government budgetary support for the reserve.  

 

Payment of Salaries of PA Staff 

 
One subject that continues to be debated is whether CTFs should pay for salaries of PA 

staff. Since such staff are government employees, paying their salaries is often considered 

to be exclusively a government responsibility. Paying the salaries of PA staff is also 

considered to be an appropriate way for governments to provide a matching contribution 

or co-financing. Some international donors even require a countryôs government to make 

a legally binding commitment to continue paying for PA staff salaries in perpetuity, as a 

precondition for the international donorôs agreement to contribute to a PA CTF. On the 

other hand, the harsh reality is that in some countries, PA staff are often not paid their 

salaries on time, or in full, and the salaries are sometimes far below the cost of living and 

can be as low as ten dollars per month.  

 

Some independent evaluations have found that the greatest impact a CTF can have on 

biodiversity is its effect in improving the morale and efficiency of PA staff by assuring 

regular salary payments, and allowing PAs to hire qualified and dedicated managers by 

paying higher (although still not very high) salaries.  

 

The ñprosò and ñconsò of whether CTFs should pay for salaries of PA staff, and at what 

level, must be weighed carefully relative to the circumstances of each particular case. 

There does not seem to be one single best practice or general answer to the widespread 

problem in some developing countries of government salaries which are below the 

poverty level or are inadequate to attract qualified people, and which can sometimes lead 

to widespread petty corruption. This is a broader macroeconomic and governance issue, 

which the limited sphere of PA management may not be able to address in isolation from 

more systematic national civil service reforms. 
 

Financial Gap Analysis 

 

The CBDôs Program of Work on Protected Areas required that by 2006, all countries 

should have completed PA system gap analyses, of which one important sub-component 

is financial gap analysis.  The purpose of financial gap analysis is to analyze and compare 

the actual total expenditures on a national PA system with the total expenditures required 
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to cover the minimum and optimal management costs of a national PA system that meets 

the CBDôs requirements for a system of PAs that adequately conserves terrestrial, marine 

and inland water biodiversity and ecosystems. Financial gap analysis therefore goes much 

further than simply analyzing the percentages of the current costs of existing PAs that are 

provided by CTFs, as presented in the preceding pages.  

 

An important part of financial gap analysis includes business planning, to determine how 

to improve efficiency and thereby reduce expenditures, particularly those that are not 

strictly necessary for achieving desired biodiversity conservation objectives. In many 

cases, budgets and staff may need to be reallocated among different PAs and functions to 

most effectively address the most important threats to biodiversity.   

 

TNC lists the following steps for conducting a financial gap analysis: 

o Assess PA management and capacity needs; 

o Screen and assess existing and new funding mechanisms;  

o Formulate financial plans;  

o Implement the action plans; and 

o Measure progress and adapt the sustainable finance plan regularly. 

 

Although many countries are now in the process of conducting a comprehensive financial 

gap analysis of their PA system (which usually takes at least one or two years to 

complete, because data on the management costs of individual PAs is often not collected 

or not centralized in one single place), so far only five countries that have a CTF have 

completed a financial gap analysis of their PA system: Ecuador, Peru, Brazil, Colombia 

and Madagascar. Of these countries, only Ecuador has done a financial gap analysis that 

specifically analyzes a CTFôs role in financing the national PA system. Ecuadorôs FAN 

currently provides between ten to 20 percent of the annual budget of Ecuadorôs national 

PA system.  

 

The gap analyses for the other four countries listed in the preceding paragraph make only 

a passing reference to the role of their CTFs in financing their national PA systems. For 

example, there are only two references to a CTF in the 200-page financial gap analysis 

for Colombiaôs national PA system dated 2005,
6
 because at that time the GEF had not yet 

approved its $15 million grant to capitalize Colombiaôs new National Protected Areas 

Trust Fund.  

 

The financial gap analysis for Peruôs PA system states that the total amount needed to 

finance the countryôs PA system under a ñminimum scenarioò is $24,138,069, and under 

an ñoptimal scenarioò almost double ($41,842,414). Thus, there is a financing gap of 

$16,544,201 per year under the minimum scenario, and a gap of $35,348,546 per year 

under the optimal scenario, based on Peruôs National Protected Area System 

                                                 
6
 Implementación de la estrategia financiera para el Sistema de Parques Nacionales Naturales de 

Colombia. 2002-2005. Pp. 187 and 199. 
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Management Agencyôs (SINAPEôs) 2004 budget of $7,483,868.
7
  The report does not 

analyze PROFONANPEôs role in financing SINAPE. 

 

Brazilôs PA financial gap analysis revealed that Brazilôs Federal Government currently 

invests a total of $108 million per year in the federal PA system, but that the system 

requires $170 million per year to cover needed capital investments, and $180 million per 

year to cover recurrent costs, which leaves an annual financial gap of $242 million per 

year for the system as a whole.  

 

The Brazilian Biodiversity Fund (FUNBIO) has estimated that it costs an average of 

around five dollars per hectare per year to cover the recurrent costs of PA management in 

Brazil. PROFONANPE has calculated that PA management costs in Peru are $1.54 per 

hectare for a ñminimumò scenario, and $2.68 per hectare for a ñmaximumò (i.e., full 

protection/management) scenario. FAN has estimated that average per hectare PA 

management costs in Ecuador are around $4.20 per hectare for a ñbare minimum 

scenarioò that only includes basic enforcement activities, administration and planning, 

but more than ten dollars per hectare in an ñintegrated scenarioò that also includes 

research and environmental monitoring, and activities to assist local communities in 

developing alternative livelihoods. However, even the costs for a ñbare minimumò 

scenario in Ecuador range from an average of $0.83 per hectare for large PAs in sparsely 

populated regions, to an average of $26.84 per hectare for smaller PAs near heavily 

populated areas (where human pressures and threats to biodiversity are much greater).  

 

It is difficult to estimate a standard per hectare management cost that applies to all PA 

systems. Management costs will probably be much higher in countries with smaller PAs, 

such as small island countries, and in densely populated countries with more human 

pressures and threats. Furthermore, there is no single uniformly accepted definition of 

ñper hectareò PA management costs. For example, in the case of Ecuador, the PA 

management costs cited above includes the costs of the headquarters of the national PA 

agency, but other countries only include costs incurred in the field, or include some costs 

but not others.  

 

Costs per hectare can also vary greatly depending on factors such as a countryôs cost of 

living; the extent to which supplies and equipment have to be transported to reach remote 

or inaccessible PAs; the extent to which fences are (or are not) required to protect an 

area; the extent to which the military and local law enforcement authorities are available 

to help protect a PA, or conduct aerial surveillance; and the costs for constructing and 

maintaining trails and visitor facilities. In sum, costs per hectare have to be interpreted 

carefully and in context. Costs per hectare cannot simply be applied like a mechanical 

formula to determine how efficiently PAs are being managed, or how much funding they 

require.  

 

 

                                                 
7
 Proceso de Construcción del Plan Financiero a largo plazo para el SINAPE: Primera fase. 2005.  Lima, 

Peru 2005.  p. 10. 
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UNDP Financial Sustainability Scorecard for Protected Areas 

 

In 2007, UNDP published the first Financial Sustainability Scorecard for Protected 

Areas, which is designed for the PA system level rather than the individual PA level.  

Part I of the Scorecard requires financial data to determine the costs, revenues and 

financing gaps of the PA system both in the current year and as forecast for the future. 

Part II of the Scorecard has three components: 

 Component 1: Governance frameworks that enable sustainable PA financing 

 Component 2: Business planning and other tools for cost-effective management 

 Component 3: Tools and systems for revenue generalization and mobilization  

 

Component 1 (Governance frameworks that enable sustainable PA financing) has nine 

elements, of which element number 3 is: ñLegal and regulatory conditions for 

establishing endowment or trust funds.ò This element is based on assigning a score of 

high, medium, low or not all, in response to each of the following:  

(i) A CTF has been established and capitalized to finance the PA system 

(ii) CTFs have been created to finance specific PAs 

(iii) CTFs are integrated into the national PA financing systems 

 

However, UNDPôs Financial Sustainability Scorecard was never intended for monitoring 

and evaluating the performance of individual CTFs.  
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CHAPTER 5: MONITORIN G AND EVALUATING IMP ACTS ON 

BIODIVERSITY  

Main Conclusions: 

 Most CTFs do a good job of monitoring project completion indicators (i.e., 

process indicators) for their grants, but many CTFs do a relatively poor job of 

monitoring the biodiversity impacts of their grants.
8
  

 M&E of CTF grants is necessary for CTFs to avoid spending money on 

activities that have little biodiversity impact. 
 M&E can be done relatively easily and cheaply in the case of parks fund, by 

using recently developed tools such as the Management Effectiveness 

Tracking Tool (METT) created by the World Bank and WWF. 
 M&E is often much more challenging in the case of grants funds, because the 

grants which they make to NGOs, CBOs and environmentally sustainable 

businesses often have diverse purposes, and such grantees often have no 

previous experience with doing M&E.   
 The best way for CTFs to monitor and evaluate the biodiversity impacts of 

their grants is to require each grant applicant to: (1) Include goals and 

indicators for biodiversity conservation (or threat reduction) in its grant 

proposal; (2) Collect relevant baseline data on biodiversity (or on threats to 

biodiversity) before implementing a grant; and (3) Submit data several times 

during the period of grant implementation, and after grant completion, in 

order to measure changes of key indicators. 
 Most CTFs are not able to show the aggregated results of their grants, and 

therefore do not have clear indicators and targets with which to evaluate their 

own impact as mechanisms for financing biodiversity conservation. 

 Annex G to this Review represents an attempt to create a model template for 

evaluating: (1) The performance of CTFs as institutions; and (2) The 

programmatic impacts of their grants.  
 
It is relatively simple, straightforward and non-controversial to do process monitoring, 

i.e., to check whether a grant recipient carried out all of the activities that it agreed to do, 

and did this on time, and within the agreed budget. 

 

It can be much more difficult, time-consuming and challenging to conceptualize and to 

carry out biodiversity (and social) impact monitoring, and it is therefore harder to 

motivate grant recipients to do biodiversity impact monitoring. As the executive director 

of FPAA (Columbia) stated in an interview: ñPeople on the ground have a different view 

about indicators than the donors do. Local implementing agencies are more interested in 

project completion indicators and process indicators, whereas donors are more interested 

in overall biological and social indicators.ò These indicators include those where threats 

to biodiversity have been reduced.  

                                                 
8
 This is also true of many international donor agencies, although there are many current efforts to try to 

improve monitoring of biodiversity impacts. 
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Many CTFs consider M&E to be a secondary priority that can be put off until they have 

been successfully operating for a number of years. For example, the 2003 profile of 

Boliviaôs FUNDESNAP that was prepared for RedLAC states: ñSince FUNDESNAP is a 

new institution, it has not yet applied monitoring and evaluation methods.  It has 

identified an impact evaluation method as a need for the medium term.ò[italics added]  

 

Similarly, the 2003 profile for RedLAC of Ecuadorôs FAN states: ñThe first resources 

were disbursed to the PAs at the beginning of 2002. Monitoring and evaluation methods 

have not yet been applied, so it is not yet possible to discuss impacts.  FAN has identified 

impact monitoring as something to be addressed in the medium term.ò  

 

However, the 2007 USAID-commissioned independent evaluation of Panamaôs TFCA 

fund drew the following lesson: ñIt is important to systematize project information from 

the beginning in order to enable learning and have an accessible institutional memory 

that will facilitate evaluation of impacts.ò 

 

Two of the leading independent experts on M&E for conservation projects have listed the 

following major challenges for using biological indicators to measure the success of 

conservation projects:  

 Biological indicators are not sufficiently sensitive over the short time frames 

relevant to project managers; 

 The data required for biological indicator approaches are relatively difficult and 

expensive to collect; 

 Biological indicator approaches are hard to implement as a part of everyday 

project activities; 

 Results are difficult to interpret; 

 Results are difficult to link to project activities; 

 Biologically based approaches require the presence of baseline data against which 

to compare changes in various parameters. As a result, it is difficult or impossible 

to use these methods in projects where baseline data have not been collected; and 

 Results are hard to use to make meaningful comparisons among sites.
9
 

 

However, M&E of biodiversity impacts is necessary for a CTF to avoid dispersing its 

limited resources into a multitude of activities with little overall impact on biodiversity. 

The report from which this list of major challenges is cited recommends that instead of 

trying to monitor and evaluate biodiversity impact, in many cases it may be more 

practical to monitor and evaluate threat reduction (i.e., decreases in the number and 

extent of threats such as poaching, dynamite fishing, illegal logging, encroachment of 

agricultural settlements into PAs, etc.) rather than trying to count the numbers of 

endangered species, or other direct measures of biodiversity.  

 

                                                 
9
 Margoluis, Richard and Salafsky, Nick. 2001.  Is Our Project Succeeding? A Guide to Threat Reduction 

Assessment for Conservation. Biodiversity Support Program, Washington DC. 
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PA Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool: 

The METT consists of a list of 30 questions that can be easily answered [on a scale from 0 (poor) to 3 

(excellent)] by those managing the PA without any additional research, including: 

 Are systems in place to control access/ resource use in the PA? 

 Is equipment sufficient for management needs and equipment adequately maintained? 

 Is the PA providing economic benefits to local communities? 

 If fees (i.e., entry fees or fines) are applied, do they help PA management? 

 

This type of M&E should, in any case, already be a part of the management plans for individual PAs 

and for PA systems as a whole. The METT does not attempt to directly measure biodiversity indicators, 

such as the population numbers of a threatened species, or the percentage of forest cover or of coral reef 

cover in a particular area. The METT states that it ñis too limited to allow a detailed evaluation of 

outcomes and is really aimed at providing a quick overview of the management steps identified in the 

WCPA [World Council on Protected Areas] Framework up to and including outputs.ò  The METT is 

based on the assumption that ñPA management effectiveness is a good proxy for positive biodiversity 

outcomes.ò  

 

In the case of parks funds (i.e., CTFs whose primary purpose is to support the recurrent 

costs of PAs), it is possible to apply relatively inexpensive and simple tools for 

measuring progress in PA management effectiveness, such as the METT, recently 

developed jointly by WWF and the World Bank.
10

  

 

 

In the case of grants funds, the collection and monitoring of biological indicators may be 

technically difficult, time-consuming and relatively expensive for small NGOs and CBOs 

that receive grants from CTFs but that have never before focused on monitoring and 

evaluating the biodiversity impacts of their activities.  

 

Grants funds rarely set specific goals to measure the extent of biodiversity conservation 

or threats reduction. It may be particularly difficult to quantify the total biodiversity 

impact of grants funds, because of diverse goals, at diverse levels, in diverse ecosystems. 

For example, trying to weigh and compare the relative biodiversity impacts of a grant for 

conserving coral reefs with the biodiversity impacts of a grant for restoring degraded 

forests, or the biodiversity impacts of a grant for promoting ecotourism as a sustainable 

livelihood source, is like comparing apples and oranges. Biodiversity cannot simply be 

measured in terms of a single uniform unit in the same way, for example, that greenhouse 

gas emissions can (i.e., tons of carbon emitted), irrespective of particular sources or 

locations. There is also a great deal of dispute and uncertainty about issues of causation, 

such as the extent to which projects designed to provide greater economic benefits to 

poor local communities in areas of high biodiversity actually result in reducing human 

threats to biodiversity.
11

 

 

                                                 
10

 The METT is available online at: 

www.panda.org/about_wwf/what_we_do/forests/our_solutions/protection/tools/tracking_tool/index.cfm 
11

 Cf. the paper by Alderman that is cited earlier in footnote 15 above. 
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Nonetheless, unless an early, deliberate and sustained effort is made to install and 

implement systems for monitoring and evaluating grants, M&E may take a back seat to a 

granteeôs (and a CTFôs) immediate operational needs, particularly in the case of grants 

funds. Many independent evaluations of CTFs have concluded that the best practice is for 

CTFs to allocate sufficient funds and staff for M&E early on. For example, Boliviaôs 

PUMA Foundation (which is purely a grants fund) allocates ten percent of the amount of 

each grant for project design and M&E. PUMA works with grant recipients to refine the 

criteria for M&E during the process of actually doing M&E, thus treating it as an 

evolving process.  

 

A recent comprehensive independent assessment of the M&E system used by TNCôs 

Parks in Peril Program (which has made grants to multiple sites in many different Latin 

American countries over a ten-year period) came up with the following concluding 

recommendations, which can also be applied to CTFs:  

 Hire or designate a staff member to facilitate retrospective and prospective 

learning across sites.  This person should be devoted 100 percent to this role.  

 Develop a formal written action plan for prospective cross-site learning, define 

priority problems or issues around which learning should be focused, and define 

structures and processes for learning.
12

 

 

Grants funds may need to hire full-time staff specifically to carry out M&E and facilitate 

learning across sites and projects, whereas parks funds may find it less necessary to do 

this, since many PA systems already incorporate M&E as part of their management plans. 

Furthermore, individual PAs within a national PA system are usually more similar to 

each other (and hence can more easily learn from each othersô experiences) than the often 

very diverse grant recipents of a typical grants fund. In the case of hybrid funds that 

combine parks funds and grants funds (or multiple separate accounts) under the umbrella 

of a single legal and management entity, different M&E systems and approaches may be 

more appropriate for different accounts. 

 

In conclusion, most CTFs are now trying to devote more resources to improving their 

M&E of the biodiversity impacts of their grants, which should lead to improved grant 

selection and project design in the future. 

 

US Governmentôs TFCA Fund Scorecard 

 

The US Government has created a Fund Scorecard for tracking the progress of the more 

than a dozen TFCA funds established worldwide. The Scorecard is divided into four 

sections. The first section titled ñGovernanceò contains questions for determining 

whether all of the provisions of TFCA grant agreements have been complied with, 

including each CTFôs submission of all required reports. This section includes a number 

of questions relating to process indicators (such as whether the minimum annual number 

of board meetings has been held with a proper quorum, and whether the fund has done an 

                                                 
12

 Foundations of Success. 2004.  External Evaluation of the TNC/USAID Parks in Peril Program, 

    p. 78. 
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annual institutional self-evaluation and staff performance evaluations). However, the 

governance section also includes several key questions that are related to conservation 

impact, such as: 

 Does the CTF have a written strategic plan that includes conservation and funding 

priorities? Does the governing board annually evaluate progress toward the key 

objectives specified in the strategic plan, and implement any changes judged 

necessary? 

 Do the CTFôs goals and objectives complement the plans/programs of others (i.e., 
national environmental plans, other donors, and debt swap partners such as 

international NGOs)? 

 Has the CTF established and implemented an M&E plan for determining the 

conservation impact of projects it funds? 

 

Sections 3 and 4 of the TFCA Fund Scorecard address grant management and financial 

management, and include questions that mostly focus on whether proper procedures have 

been followed.  

 

Several independent consultants who were asked by USAID to use the Scorecard for 

evaluating TFCA funds commented that  

ñThe [TFCA] Scorecard is an excellent tool for assessing the "input" side of a 

Fund's activities, but is weak in assessing "outputs" and "impacts".  To achieve 

the latter, the Evaluators believe that additional criteria would need to be 

developed on effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, sustainability, learning and 

impact. It is entirely appropriate for the OC [the particular Oversight Committee 

for each TFCA fund] to develop more highly refined assessment criteria not 

addressed by the USG [US Government] Scorecard.ò   

 

A model template for monitoring and evaluating CTFs is attached as Annex G to this 

Review.  
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CHAPTER 6: BOARD AND GOVERNANCE ISSUES 

 

Main Conclusions: 

 The most critical factor for good governance is for a CTF to have a non-

governmental majority on its board of directors. 

 Having a non-governmental majority on the board helps CTFs to attract 

donations from the private sector and from international donors. 

 Non-governmental board members should be chosen based on their personal 

competencies rather than as official representatives of a particular 

constituency. Their terms should be staggered (rather than all ending at the 

same time) to provide greater institutional continuity. 

 A large board (with 15 or more members) may be able to draw on more 

technical expertise and geographical background from its members, but a 

large board can also make it harder to reach decisions, and raise 

administrative costs. One option used by many CTFs is to have a smaller 

executive committee that meets more frequently and handles many short-term 

and urgent decisions, while the full board focuses on larger and more strategic 

decisions, as well as approving the annual budget, work plan and grants 

program.   

 CTF boards often function more efficiently if they delegate certain topics to 

committees that make recommendations to the full board. Common examples 

include finance and investment committee, and a scientific and technical 

committee. These committees can also co-opt non-board members to assist 

them. 

 Board membersô responsibilities should be clearly specified in a CTFôs 
bylaws or its operations manual, and they should be given short (one or two-

day) training and orientation when they join the board. 

 CTFs commonly employ between four and 25 staff, depending on the size and 

type of grants they administer. One CTF employs 60 staff, but provides most 

of the financing for almost 70 PAs, as well as administering almost a dozen 

special accounts for different donors and different purposes.  

 

 

Board Composition 

 

Based on the experience of CTFs over the past 15 years, the most critical factor for good 

governance is for a CTF to have a non-governmental majority on its board of directors. 

The least successful CTFs are generally those CTFs whose boards are composed mostly 

of government officials, or CTFs that are housed within a government ministry 

(physically or institutionally), or have a board that is always chaired by a government 

official.   

 

The reason why it is important for a majority of the board members to come from outside 

the government is that then the boardôs, decisions will have to be negotiated between the 
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different board members, and justified by appealing to the CTFôs purposes and mission, 

its strategic plan, and its grant making criteria, rather than being based on government 

political criteria or cronyism. Non-government controlled boards are more transparent 

and much more likely to publicize their finances, grants, policies and priorities, especially 

after a CTF is no longer under supervision by its initial donors.
13

 

 

A complaint commonly voiced about CTFs is that board members who represent the host 

country or donor country governments tend to change frequently, and their replacements 

take time to get ñup to speedò. This happens especially in countries with frequent changes 

in ruling parties, or where ministers and other 

senior officials shift between different 

ministries.   

 

Board members from outside of government 

who are appointed in their individual 

capacities, or as representatives of NGOs, 

academic institutions, or the private business 

sector, are likely to serve on the board for a 

longer time (often for renewable terms of 

several years each) than board members who 

are appointed by government, and they are 

much more likely to attend board meetings 

themselves rather than sending an alternate or 

a deputy. For example, a profile of El 

Salvadorôs EIA Fund (FIAES) that was 

prepared for RedLAC in 2003 states that one 

of the main ñobstacles to its workò is ñthe 

lack of continuity in the Administrative 

Council due to the government 

representatives constantly changing, and the 

fact that observers are present who can 

accompany or replace the government 

representatives, and who in spite of having 

neither voice nor vote, can become involved 

in the operation of the Fund.ò Similarly, the 

GEFôs Evaluation of Peruôs PROFONANPE 

fund states that ñits operation was adversely 

affected by the presence of Government reps as active members of the Board.ò 

 

Even the fact of housing a CTF inside of a government ministry can lead to ñthe 

perception within some parts of civil society, and in particular within the NGO 

                                                 
13

 After such a supervision period, a CTF often no longer has any legal obligation to report to donors about 

its activities and finances, and donors no longer have any right to have access to the CTFôs internal records 

or project sites, or to demand the return of their contributions to a CTF if the money is not being spent on 

the agreed purposes. 

Boliviaôs National Environmental Fund 

(FONAMA)  was originally created as a 

national environmental fund that was 

independent of any particular government 

ministry. It attracted tens of millions of dollars 

of funds from multiple international donors 

because it had become a model for integrity 

and professionalism in a country with a long 

history of government corruption. However, 

when a new political party came to power, 

FONAMA was restructured from having four 

out of nine board members from the 

Government, to having two out of four 

government representatives; and instead of 

FONAMA being an independent organization 

responsible directly (and only) to the 

Presidency of the Republic, it was 

transformed into a line organization located 

inside the Ministry of Sustainable 

Development. According to a 2003 profile of 

FONAMA prepared for RedLAC, the 

restructuring of FONOMA led to ñ(1) the loss 

of autonomy and assimilation into the state 

hierarchy; (2) constant turnover in executive 

and technical staff; (3) delays in processing 

applications for funding; and (4) ineffective 

fund management.ò  As a result, donors such 

as the US Government and the GEF withdrew 

the money which they had contributed to 

FONAMA and transferred this money to two 

newly created Bolivian CTFs.  
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community, that the [fund] is a ócapturedô institution,ò as the 2006 independent 

evaluation of Argentinaôs Americas Fund (FPLA) notes. The ñpopular perception that 

FPLA is an arm of the Government of Argentinaò was strengthened by the fact that the 

affirmative vote of the Government of Argentinaôs representative on the Board was 

required for any decision by the Board.
14

  

The best practice for selecting board members from government is to choose high-level 

policy-making officials (such as a minister of environment) rather than operational level 

or line agency officials such as the head of a PAs agency. For example, the profile of 

Ecuadorôs FAN that was prepared in 2003 for RedLAC states: ñThe inclusion of the 

Minister of Environment among the Board members has facilitated processes of 

negotiation of support from the government and assures that activities financed by the 

fund are consistent with national environmental policies.ò Originally, the Minister 

automatically served as Chairman of the Board, but over time the Government 

voluntarily relinquished this privilege, and the Minister of Environment now serves only 

as an ex-officio voting member of the Board. Having a single government official on a 

CTF governing board can suffice to ensure government support and coordination with 

government policies and priorities, which in FANôs case is also supported by formal 

working agreements with the government.  

Similarly, Mexicoôs FMCN has a 19-member board that includes only one member from 

government, the Minister of Environment, and yet FMCN is universally regarded as 

being extremely successful in coordinating its activities with government agencies and 

national priorities. On the other hand, some CTF executive directors complain that when 

the head of a PAs agency is a member of the board, that person often feels that their 

agency is automatically entitled to receive grants from the CTF with minimum of 

conditions attached, and is often unwilling to listen to other board membersô 

recommendations.  

A CTF independent of government and with a board with a majority of non-

governmental members, will find it easier to raise donations from private sector 

companies, from individuals and from international donors.  Some donors have explicit 

regulations or policies that restrict them from making donations to CTFs with 

government-controlled boards.  Private donors are often concerned that if they donate 

money directly to government to support PAs and biodiversity conservation, the money 

may end up being used for other purposes.  FUNBIOôs executive director said that the 

reason why it has been able to attract several one million dollar unrestricted donations 

from Brazilian corporations is due to its independence from government and its well-

respected board.  Ecuadorôs FAN established a special sub-account for Ecuadorian 

citizens who want to support Ecuadorôs national parks but do not feel confident about 

simply donating money to the government for this purpose.     

                                                 
14

 This is a standard feature of most EAI funds, along with the similar requirement that the US Government 

representative on an EAI Board must also approve any decision, even though the Boards of EAI funds are 

required to have an NGO majority, and all decisions are made by majority vote. This is not a feature of 

TFCA funds. 
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Donor Representation on CTF Boards 

In addition to having at least one board member from the national government, many 

funds also include a representative of an international donor agency on their board. Many 

CTFs have one or more international donors on their board. The best practice is to try to 

limit this to one or two donors, since having too many donors can lead to loss of the sense 

of national ownership of the CTF. Donors and international NGOs can provide new CTFs 

with hands-on technical assistance and advice. Sometimes however, a donorôs or 

international NGOôs involvement can lead people to mistakenly perceive the CTF as a 

dependent entity of the donor agency or of the international NGO.   

 

In the case of the EAI and TFCA funds, US law requires that the US Government (as 

well as the host country government) must have a representative on the board until all US 

Government contributions have been spent, and that the US (and the host country) 

Governmentôs approval is required for decisions to amend the bilateral agreements for 

establishing a TFCA or EAI fund.  US Government approval is thus required for any 

change in the purpose of the fund or the composition of its board (since both of these are 

usually defined in the bilateral agreements). Sometimes CTFs request donors to be on the 

board to give the CTF more credibility with other potential donors, and to benefit from 

international donorsô experience, broader perspectives and potential fundraising 

connections. 

 

Some international donor agencies, such as the World Bank and GEF, choose not to serve 

on the board of directors of a CTF, because they consider it to be a conflict of interest to 

be involved in managing an organization which they are also responsible for supervising 

and evaluating. Some donors simply dislike the long-term and labor-intensive obligation 

of serving as a board member of a CTF.  

 

Bilateral donors sometimes require CTFs to establish special committees to administer a 

separate sub-account which they have financed (often through debt-for-nature swaps). 

Such committees commonly include a representative of the bilateral donor agency to 

ensure that the CTF is complying with the donorôs conditions and regulations for the 

management and disbursement of its contributions. The powers of such committees may 

vary from merely advising the CTFôs board, to having the right to approve all 

expenditures from the sub-account that was set up with the donorôs funds. In theory this 

would seem to set the stage for serious conflicts between the board of directors of the 

larger institution and the special committee(s). However, it does not seem to have caused 

problems anywhere. 

 

Selection of Non-Governmental Board Members 

 

Procedures for selecting non-governmental board members vary. In the case of the 

Americas Fund in Chile, NGO representatives are chosen by their peers through a 

membership-base maintained by the Fund of Organizations. Around 400 NGOs are part 

of this registry.  
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In some cases, NGO representatives on a CTFôs board who are appointed by government 

ministers have been criticized by other NGOs as being too closely linked to the 

government. Many CTFs specify in their articles of association that NGO board members 

should be nominated by a national association or network of conservation NGOs, or that 

the board itself should elect its NGO board members. Similarly, CTFs often stipulate that 

private sector board members should be nominated by business associations (such as a 

chamber of commerce), and scientific or academic board members by scientific or 

academic associations.  

 

Most CTF executive directors who were interviewed for this report feel that non-

governmental board members should be chosen based on their personal competencies, 

and not represent the interests of any particular outside organization. Most importantly, 

each board member should have broad knowledge of the CTF and its strategic plan, and 

an ability to contribute meaningfully to the CTFôs overall mission and responsibilities. It 

is also important to choose board members who have the ability to fundraise and increase 

the size of the CTFôs endowment. Another important consideration is for a board to be 

large enough to adequately represent the various constituencies that require a voice, and 

to have board members with local knowledge of the parts of a country where projects 

financed by the CTFôs grants are located. 

 

To maintain continuity, the terms of elected board members should be staggered.  For 

example, a board with nine members should have three-year terms, for no more than one 

third of members leaving at any one time. Training of board members is also important, 

particularly in the stewardship of investments.  

 

To avoid losing the contributions of board members once they complete their terms, 

several CTFs, such as FUNBIO, created a council of former board members to serve in 

an advisory capacity. Board members often feel a strong sense of ownership and 

commitment to the work they are helping to move forward, and consequently find it 

difficult to leave the CTF board. 

 

In many countries without a strong previous history of partnership between government 

ministries and non-governmental organizations, CTF board members have expressed 

satisfaction about the unique level of empowerment and responsibility they experienced 

as CTF board members. The significant degree of social representation and control 

expressed by the diverse composition of many CTF boards has added to the legitimacy of 

the decisions made. For example, an independent evaluation of FUNBIO noted that 

ñFUNBIOôs Board brings together shoulder-to-shoulder representatives from small local 

environmental grass root organizations to leading large-scale entrepreneurs. While this 

might be taken as a usual and expected best practice elsewhere, in Brazil this is a quite 

unique experience.ò 

 

Local community representatives may be easier to include on a CTFôs board and 

committees where CTFs have been established for just one or two PAs, such as Ugandaôs 

BMCT or South Africaôs Table Mountain Fund.  Local community representation is more 

diff icult for a national-level CTF in a large country like Mexico. Nevertheless, Mexicoôs 
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FMCN has managed to achieve representation of local community perspectives on its 

board by inviting experts with known track records of working with communities in 

different regions to serve on its 19-member board. 

 

Having a large board whose members have diverse skills and backgrounds has allowed a 

CTF like FMCN to establish effective specialized technical committees linked directly to 

day-to-day operations. However, large boards can also make it more difficult to convene 

meetings, make decisions and efficiently conduct business transactions. Despite these 

challenges, several CTF directors and board members complained in interviews and in 

CTF evaluation reports that their boards are too small and could benefit from adding 

members with different kinds of expertise, such as investment bankers or foresters.  

 

Board members from the private sector can benefit the CTF by bringing in additional 

skills and resources in areas such as financial administration, credit management and 

marketing. Business leaders can also help to build collaboration and partnerships with the 

business sector, by providing a wealth of personal contacts and networks and new 

opportunities for fundraising, as well as building private sector trust and confidence in the 

CTF.  Recognized business associations, such as a national chamber of commerce, can be 

asked to elect a short list of new board member nominees for any designated private 

sector seats on the board of a CTF. This adds transparency and openness, and represents a 

form of outreach to civil society, which is likely to lead such groups to become more 

actively involved in the CTF. 

 

Board Committees 

 

To use the board membersô time most effectively, most CTF boards recognize the 

advantage of specialized committees composed of board members with expertise and 

experience in particular subject areas, such as finance and investment, science or 

fundraising. Committees can co-opt additional experts from outside the board to assist 

when needed.  For example, many CTFs co-opt prominent local bankers and other 

financial experts who are not board members to serve as non-voting advisory members of 

a CTFôs finance and investment committee, or prominent scientists to serve as non-voting 

advisory members of a CTFôs scientific and technical committee.  

 

A number of CTFs, such as the Philippinesô FPE, Indonesiaôs KEHATI, and Colombiaôs 

Ecofondo, have established regional committees, or have reserved seats on their boards 

for representatives of different regions of the country. However, in some cases this has 

led regional representatives to feel that their regions should automatically receive a 

certain percentage of the CTFôs grants regardless of the quality of the proposals 

submitted from the region, or higher conservation priorities of other regions. Board 

membersô primary responsibility is to promote what is good for the CTF rather than what 

is good for their regions or sectors.  

 

Many boards or councils (especially those with a large number of members) have created 

an executive committee composed of a smaller number of board or council members that 
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meets more regularly (i.e., monthly) and functions as the body responsible for general 

oversight of the CTFôs management. 

 

Defining the Roles and Responsibilities of Board Members  

 

Board membersô responsibilities should be clearly specified in a CTFôs bylaws or its 

operations manual. Such responsibilities commonly include strategic planning, approval 

of budgets and financial reports, fundraising, review of grant proposals and completed 

grant evaluations, review of the performance of the 

executive director and the performance of the 

CTFôs investment managers.  Based on the 

experience of many CTFs, it is recommended that 

there should be clear standards of performance for 

new board members so that expectations are clear 

from the beginning.  

 

The board should delegate the responsibility of 

fund operations to the executive director, and 

provide the resources to exercise it, within the 

context of a strategic plan.  This plan should clearly 

lay out the vision, mission, goals and objectives of 

the organization, and the actions required to attain 

these.  Once these are clear, it will then be possible 

to specify staff requirements, responsibilities and 

profiles for each of the staff positions, and open all 

technical positions to a competitive selection 

process. 

 

Smaller CTFs with very small staff such, as the 

Americas Fund in Argentina, give board members 

responsibility for proposal evaluation and project 

monitoring. However, experience shows that it is 

more effective to hire professional project staff for 

proposal monitoring and project evaluation, or even 

to outsource these functions, to reserve board 

membersô time and effort for planning and 

decision-making.  

 

Training of Board Members 

 

CTFs often provide formal orientation for new board members to meet the staff and learn 

about the operations of the CTF, review its founding legal documents and policies, and 

meet other board members.  Orientation materials can include current documentation on 

the CTF and past board meetings that can be organized as a training manual, stressing the 

rights, duties and responsibilities of board members, as well as the limits of their powers 

(i.e., with respect to getting involved in day-to-day management activities).  

Argentinaôs Americas Fund 

Argentinaôs Americas Fund, whose 

assets came from a bilateral debt swap 

worth approximately three million 

dollars, never had technical project 

staff and seldom an executive director.  

Instead, all day-to-day operations were 

handled by an administrative 

secretary, sometimes assisted by a 

part-time accountant.  With no 

executive director, the Board handled 

institutional management and grant 

making.  Board meetings usually 

consumed the entire day. Since board 

members had limited free time to 

contribute (without any financial 

compensation) to visiting project sites, 

project monitoring was sometimes 

delegated to other staff in a board 

memberôs own organization. This 

created unevenness in the way 

grantees and projects were treated, and 

impeded the normal enrichment that 

comes from a project officer gaining 

experience across a number of projects 

in a number of different sectors or 

regions of the country.  On the other 

hand, board members all spoke very 

positively of the personal enjoyment 

they got from the experience of 

visiting the projects, and how this 

contributed to raising their morale. 

None of them volunteered to leave the 

Board when their terms came to an 

end. 
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It is also a best practice for CTFs to provide opportunities, such as workshops and 

retreats, for board members and staff to unify visions and approaches, and create 

common understanding, by working together on the organizationôs program strategy, 

program reviews and annual work plans. Board members also appreciate the opportunity 

to participate in a one-day training module on investment issues given by the CTFôs 

investment advisor or investment manager, especially if the board members are people 

with a non-financial background who might otherwise feel uncomfortable or intimidated 

when asked to discuss and vote on such issues as part of their duties during regular board 

meetings.  

 

Individual CTFsô link to regional or global associations of CTFs, such as RedLAC, 

should be taken advantage of to establish contacts with CTFs in other countries to 

exchange ideas and best practices.  

 

Operations Manuals 

 

An operations manual is necessary to assure systematization and consistency of a CTFôs 

procedures, which also makes the CTF less vulnerable to staff turnover. An operations 

manual consists of a set of procedures for human resources management, procurement, 

accounting, investment management, grant-making, etc.  The manuals should be 

produced in loose-leaf form, so that modifications can be submitted regularly to the 

board, and substitute pages inserted accordingly. Pages should have their creation date 

written at the bottom of the page, so that readers can track the evolution of the document.  

Copies of all the prior versions of the text should be kept for the record. CTFs should 

finds ways to simplify their operations manuals wherever possible, by requiring reports 

from grantees every six months instead of every three months, or by dropping evaluation 

(but not monitoring) requirements for small projects, keeping in mind costs (those of the 

M&E and the grantee) and benefits (impacts on conservation). 

 

One of the most important functions of a CTFôs operations manual is to define staff 

positions, responsibilities and remuneration. Many funds have reported that one of their 

most difficult issues (at least initially) was to design a general or uniform set of standards 

by which to evaluate, remunerate and promote staff whose functions and technical 

expertise often vary greatly.  

 

Staff 

 

Perhaps no single prerogative of a board of directors of a CTF is more important than the 

selection of the CTFôs executive director. It is a good practice for a CTF board to 

establish a formal process for hiring a new executive director, by first identifying a pool 

of highly qualified applicants and refining a short-list to make a selection. The list of 

duties of an executive director should be outlined in a CTFôs articles of incorporation, 

bylaws and/or operations manual. In most cases, an executive director is responsible for 

carrying out the decisions and policies of the board; overseeing (including hiring, firing 

and promoting) all other staff; representing the CTF in dealings with government 

officials, donors and local NGOs; signing contracts and opening bank accounts for the 
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CTF; dealing with investment managers; overseeing the preparation of annual reports and 

budgets; and raising additional funds for the CTF. Some CTFs, such as the Caucasus 

Protected Areas Foundation, even specify that the last of these duties listed (i.e., 

fundraising) should be given first priority in the CTFôs initial years.  

 

A weakness of some CTFs is their dependency upon the personal charisma of the 

executive director. A strong executive director is essential, but at a step just below, one or 

two senior management positions are usually advisable. The great strength of many CTFs 

has been their organizational integrity and highly respected staff at all levels.   

 

Once the executive director of a CTF has been retained, boards usually turn over the 

recruitment of other staff to that person. Although the board remains involved in broader 

staffing issues (such as policies and budgets and issues relating to the growth of the 

organization), boards seldom take a role in the process of recruiting staff other than the 

CTFôs executive director.   

 

Some CTFs have experienced conflicts and power struggles between their executive 

director and board. This rarely lasts longer than a year or two, because it usually results in 

the hiring of a new executive director. In the meantime, however, this can lead to 

functional paralysis of the CTF. To avoid such problems the board should: (1) Clearly 

specify the respective roles of the board and the executive director in the CTFôs founding 

legal documents and its operations manual; (2) Devote sufficient time and effort to hiring 

the right executive director; and (3) Make sure not to sign an employment contract that 

will make it too difficult or costly to fire the executive director if that becomes necessary. 

It may be a good practice to include specific performance targets in the executive 

directorôs employment contract or terms of reference. It is also a good practice for boards 

not to try to ñmicromanageò the day-to-day operations of the CTF, which should be 

supervised by the executive director.  

 

The number of staff and the specific roles and titles of the staff of CTFs vary 

significantly, depending on their financial resources, their geographical scope, their 

mission, their conservation strategies and their relationship to government agencies and 

non-government grantees. However, the total number of paid staff ranges from around 

four as a minimum, to around 25 at large CTFs (FMCN, PROFONAMPE, FPE and 

KEHATI), to around 60 in the case of FUNBIO (most of whom have been recently hired 

to manage Amazon Region Protected Areas Program, ARPA).  

 

Most CTFs have filled the following positions:  

 Executive director;  

 Program staff (who bring a variety of skills including familiarity with the 

geographical areas where the CTF works and professional knowledge of the 

thematic areas of concern to the CTF, such as biology, forestry, micro-enterprise 

development, etc.); 

 Financial staff (often including an accountant);  

 Administrative staff, such as secretaries, and a receptionist; 
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 Other support staff, such as a messenger, a driver, a building caretaker or guard 

and an office janitor. In middle income developing countries it is usually more 

cost effective to source such services from outside contractors as needed, but in 

many of the least developed countries it may be more cost-effective and more 

customary to hire full-time employees due to low and prevailing wages; 

 As funds grow larger (i.e., more than a ten person staff), it is also common to hire 

communications and fundraising staff, although sometimes program staff perform 

these functions.  

 

It is not uncommon for grants funds to hire specialists to conduct M&E, capacity building 

and training of grantees and grant applicants, but this depends on a CTFôs mission, 

strategic plan and financial resources.  

 

 



Rapid Review of Conservation Trust Funds  

 

 

37 

CHAPTER 7: LEGAL AND  TAX  ISSUES 

Main Conclusions: 

 CTFs can be legally established either as: 
o In-country trust funds (in common law countries);  
o In-country foundations (in both civil law and common law 

countries);  
o Offshore foundations or trust funds (i.e., in Europe or the US);  
o Created by special legislation; or 
o Created by international agreement between donor and beneficiary 

country governments.  
 It is extremely important that a CTF be exempt from paying taxes on the 

income and gains from its investments. If this is not possible, it is 

recommeneded to legally establish the CTF in an offshore location where 

charitable organizations are tax exempt. 

 
 

Trust Funds and Foundations in Common Law and Civil Law Countries 

 

CTFs have been established in various different legal forms: as a foundation, a non-profit 

corporation, a trust fund established under statutory law, or a ñcommon lawò trust. The 

choice among these legal forms depends on which ones are available and are most 

advantageous under local laws and regulations, including tax regulations.  

 

The concept of a ñtrustò originated in the English common law, and refers to a legal 

relationship in which assets that are given by a donor are ñheld in trustò by a trustee (or 

by a board of trustees, or a board of directors) for the benefit of another person, or for a 

purpose specified by the donor (such as ñpromotion of the artsò or ñconservation of 

globally significant biodiversityò). A ñtrust fundò refers either to the money that is held in 

trust, or to the legal entity that is created for the purpose of holding the money in trust. 

Under the common law, a trustee is obligated to make all decisions about the assets with 

the beneficiaryôs interests in mind.  

 

In most civil law countries (which include all of the countries of continental Europe, and 

all of the French-, Spanish- and Portuguese-speaking countries of Africa, Oceania, Latin 

America and the Caribbean), it is possible to create a legal entity that is very similar to a 

trust fund by establishing a foundation. Virtually all common law countries (i.e., 

countries whose laws are based on British or American models) also have laws that 

authorize the creation of foundations, and there is a very large degree of overlap between 

the legal definitions of ñtrust,ò ñcharitable trust,ò ñfoundation,ò ñnon-profit corporationò 

and ñcharitable organization.ò  

 

All Latin American countries have laws relating to the establishment and operation of 

foundations, and some Latin American countries also have laws authorizing the creation 

of ñfideicomisos,ò which are a uniquely Latin American type of legal entity based on 
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concepts of Roman law and yet very similar to the concept of a trust fund in common law 

countries. A few Latin American countries, such as Guatemala and Panama, have laws 

authorizing common law trust funds (mostly intended for commercial purposes).  

 

Law on Associations 

 

Most francophone African countries do not have laws authorizing the creation of 

foundations, but only the creation of ñcivil associations.ò This is because most 

francophone African countries inherited and adopted the French ñLaw of Associationsò 

(Loi des Associations) of 1901 when they achieved their independence from France in the 

1950s and early 1960s, but they have not adopted later French legislation (post-1965) that 

specifically authorizes the creation of public benefit foundations (Fondations reconnues 

dôutilit® publique). Under the 1901 Law of Associations, ñcivil associationsò are defined 

as voluntary associations of two or more people who unite for a common purpose which 

does not involve the enrichment of the associationôs members (in contrast to a business 

partnership or corporation). This is a very broad definition that includes sports clubs, 

civic associations and professional organizations, such as a Bar Association.  

 

The main disadvantage of a civil association in comparison to a foundation is that a civil 

association is required to have a general assembly of all of its members, which is the 

highest governing body of the civil association (rather than a board of directors), and the 

general assembly usually consists of dues-paying members who each have one vote. The 

Law of Associations also does not include any specific provisions about the management 

of property (such as an endowment) that is owned by a civil association, and thus does 

not state that the members of the association (or their elected representatives) have any 

fiduciary duties that are comparable to those of a common law trustee, or the statutory 

duties of the members of the board of directors of a corporation or a foundation. 

 

During the last decade, two francophone African countries (Madagascar and Senegal) 

have enacted new laws for the creation of ñpublic benefit foundations,ò which are in 

some ways more similar to the laws for foundations of Anglophone countries than to 

recent French law governing foundations. This is because in the case of Madagascar (and 

perhaps also in the case of Senegal), such laws were adopted to satisfy the requirements 

of international donor agencies that were prepared to make very large donations to newly 

established foundations in those countries, on condition that the countries enact laws 

governing foundations that satisfied the concerns of the donors.     

 

CTFs Created by Legislation or Decree 

 

One way of getting around an unsatisfactory national legal framework for establishing 

foundations and CTFs is for a country to enact a special law solely to establish a 

particular CTF, and grant it tax exemptions and other privileges, rather than trying to 

enact a new general law on foundations and trust funds, which could take years to pass in 

parliament.  
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There are several examples of CTFs that have been established by special legislative acts, 

such as Belizeôs Protected Areas Conservation Trust (PACT), and current attempts being 

made to create national PAs funds in Gabon and in Guyana through special legislation. 

 

Offshore Trust Funds and Foundations 

 
Offshore trust funds can be used in order to legally establish a CTF for a particular 

country under the laws of a third country that has a flexible but well-respected legal 

system (such as the US, UK, Netherlands or Switzerland) that permits registered tax-

exempt foundations or trust funds to carry out all of their charitable activities and hold all 

of their board meetings in another country, and to have all of their board members (or all 

except one of their board members) consist of non-citizens.  

 

Establishing a CTF offshore can serve as an additional way of ensuring the security of a 

CTFôs capital, especially in politically unstable countries. CTFs can also be initially 

established offshore, with the expectation that after a country passes new laws dealing 

with non-profit foundations (including exemptions from tax on their investment income), 

the offshore foundation can transfer all of its assets to a new in-country foundation whose 

structure has been approved by all of the donors.  

 

All of the four existing multi-country CTFs have been legally established offshore in a 

country different from the countries for which those CTF make grants. The Eastern 

Carpathians Biodiversity Conservation Foundation, whose mission is to fund 

conservation activities in a biosphere reserve covering parts of Poland, Slovakia and 

Ukraine, is legally registered as a Swiss charitable foundation. The Caucasus Protected 

Areas Foundation, whose mission is to fund up to 50 percent of the costs of priority PAs 

in Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia, is legally registered as a German charitable 

foundation. The Sangha Tri-National (TNS) Foundation, whose mission is to fund three 

adjoining PAs in Cameroon, Central African Republic and Republic of Congo, is 

registered as a UK public charity. The Mesoamerican Reef (MAR) Fund, whose mission 

is ñto inspire innovative, transnational solutions to critical Mesoamerican reef issuesò in 

Mexico, Belize, Guatemala and Honduras, is established as a US tax-exempt charitable 

foundation.  

 

In the case of the first three multi-country funds mentioned above, the countries for 

whose benefit the CTFs were established did not (at the time that the CTFs were 

established) have legal systems in which most people had confidence. Those countriesô 

laws would not have exempted the CTFôs investment income from taxation, and would 

have imposed legal barriers to the CTFôs effective operation. There was also a concern in 

the case of each of these multi-country CTFs that if the CTF were legally established in 

one of the several countries for whose benefit the CTF was being legally established, then 

that country might come to dominate the CTF, and that this could be avoided by legally 

establishing the CTF in a ñneutralò and mutually acceptable foreign country like 

Switzerland, Germany, the UK or the US.   
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CTFs Established under International Agreements 
 

CTFs have been legally established through bilateral or other international agreements, 

rather than under any kind of national legislation. Some of the EAI and TFCA funds were 

created through an international agreement between the US Government and the host 

countryôs government. In a few cases, the legal status of those CTFs has not been entirely 

clear, although this has not affected their ability to operate, open bank accounts, enter 

into binding contracts, etc. 

 

Basic Legal Issues of CTFs  

 

The GEFôs Evaluation of CTFs states that in order to establish a CTF, there should be ña 

legal framework in the country that permits establishing a trust fund or foundation, and 

provides tax exemption for its earnings from investments.ò Elsewhere in the GEFôs 

Evaluation this is described as ña basic fabric of legal and financial practices and 

institutions in the country that people have confidence in.ò However, the Evaluation does 

not include any kind of detailed definition or discussion of what constitutes an adequate 

legal framework, or a basic fabric of legal institutions, in which people have confidence.   

 

In most cases, it is useful to begin by analyzing whether a countryôs laws impose any 

burdensome legal requirements or restrictions on trust funds and foundations with respect 

to: 

 The minimum or maximum number of directors on their governing boards;  

 The citizenship of members of their board of directors;  

 The country where board meetings must be held;  

 Voting requirements;  

 Powers, duties and qualifications of the organizationôs board members and 
officers;  

 The need to obtain government approvals for decisions by the board (other than 

for the organizationôs dissolution and liquidation);  

 Restrictions on the permissible objectives and activities of charitable 

organizations (except for certain restrictions on political and commercial activities 

of non-profit organizations);  

 The permissible sources of funds for the organization;  

 The ability to transfer the organizationôs funds into or out of the country;  

 Maintaining the organizationôs accounts in foreign currencies; or  

 The types of investments of the organizationôs endowment which are permissible 

or impermissible (other than the general requirement that such investments must 

be ñprudentò). 

 

The laws on foundations and trust funds in countries such as the US, the UK or 

Netherlands impose almost no restrictions on any of the above-listed subjects. In other 

words, foundations established in these three countries can have any possible number of 

directors; the directors are not required to be citizens of the country where the foundation 

is incorporated; board meetings can be held anywhere in the world, and not just in the 
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country of incorporation; there is no need to obtain government approval for any 

decisions of the board, including amending the articles of incorporation, or dissolving or 

merging the foundation; there are no specific restrictions on what types of investments 

are permissible, etc. However, the laws governing foundations in most other countries 

impose one or more of the above types of restrictions, and some countries impose 

restrictions on almost all of the subjects listed above.
15

 It is very important to clarify all 

of these kinds of issues with a competent local lawyer very early in the process of 

designing a CTF, to avoid surprises down the line and discover that some of the options 

being considered for the design of a CTF may not be legally possible in a particular 

country.  

 

Certain legal issues should be analyzed specifically for the purpose of designing a CTF, 

such as: 

 Is the national government legally allowed to contribute public funds to the 

endowment of a non-governmental foundation or trust fund (which was an issue 

for FUNBIO in Brazil)?  

 Is the national government legally allowed to earmark certain taxes and fees to be 

deposited in a non-governmental trust fund or foundation (which was an issue for 

the PACT in Belize, and required passing a special new law to authorize this)?  

 Conversely, is an independent non-governmental foundation or trust fund legally 

allowed to pay part of the budget and expenses of a government PAs agency?  

 Could a CTF make grants directly to a particular government agency, or would it 

have to give the money to the Ministry of Finance? Is there a possibility that the 

Ministry of Finance might decide to use the money for other purposes (which 

actually happened in the case of a CTF financed by an airport tax in the Cook 

Islands, and led the CTF to sue the Minister of Finance in the Supreme Court)? 

 Are individual PAs authorized to accept funds directly from a CTF, or could the 

CTF only transfer funds to the national government agency responsible for 

managing PAs? Could the PAs agency legally decide to reallocate part of the 

CTFôs grant to cover the agencyôs headquarters expenses?   

 Are individual PAs legally allowed to keep any part of the entry fees that they 

collect, or any other income that they might generate (for example, from operating 

a guesthouse, or selling souvenirs) to use the money to help finance their 

operations? Or is an individual PA required to transfer 100 percent of the revenue 

it collects to the ministry responsible for forests or to the Ministry of Finance? 

 What kinds of dispute resolution mechanisms could be utilized in the case of a 

future dispute between the CTF and the national government? For example, is 

there any precedent for using arbitration in a neutral third country in such a case? 

                                                 
15

 For example, some countries have financial regulations that effectively prohibit US, UK or European 

firms from managing investments for CTFs located in the country. On the other hand, certain countries 

(such as Russia and Colombia) are on a restricted list for US and European banks and investment managers 

which can make it much more difficult for them to do business with CTFs established in such countries.  

These considerations can be very important at the very outset in consideration of how to structure funding 

for a CTF. 
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How easy would it be to enforce an arbitral decision in the country where the CTF 

is headquartered?           

 

Many issues or potential risks of potential concern to international donors when 

contributing money to a CTF should be addressed in a grant agreement, or another type 

of official bilateral agreement, between the donor countryôs government and the recipient 

(i.e., beneficiary) countryôs government, rather than addressing these in the CTF legal 

documents.  

 

Some CTFs established under the EAI are financed by the proceeds of bilateral debt 

reduction agreements with the US Government. Provisions in the debt reduction 

agreements state that if the beneficiary countryôs government violates agreed 

commitments relating to the use of the proceeds of the debt swaps, the US Government is 

legally entitled to declare the entire original amount of the debt as reinstated and 

immediately due. Most other bilateral and multilateral donor agencies also have various 

provisions in their grant agreements relating to penalties and sanctions in the event that 

donated funds are not used for agreed purposes.  

 

A legal issue that at one time was of concern to lawyers at the World Bank, and which is 

specifically mentioned in the World Bankôs 1995 report on Issues and Options in the 

Design of GEF-supported Conservation Trust Funds (by K. Mikitin) and the GEFôs 1999 

Evaluation, is whether unpaid foreign creditors of a country that has defaulted on its 

foreign debts might have the legal right to seize the assets of a CTF that was established 

to help finance that countryôs government-owned PAs, provided that those funds are 

deposited in (and invested by) a financial institution in a third country, such as the US or 

the UK. This concern was raised in the case of the GEFôs grant to Peruôs 

PROFONANPE, in the 1990s when the Government of Peru had defaulted on repayment 

of its debt owed to foreign commercial creditors.   Some of those foreign creditors had 

successfully sued in US courts to seize airplanes landing in the US that were owned by 

Peru. Part of the advice given by the World Bankôs lawyers was that PROFONANPEôs 

assets should only be invested in Peru, and not in foreign financial markets for as long as 

the Peruvian Government remained legally in default on its foreign commercial debts. 

Another way of avoiding the possible seizure of a CTFôs offshore financial assets would 

be to establish a clear legal and factual separation between the CTF and the government, 

in order to demonstrate that the CTF is not controlled by the government. This not only 

protects the CTFôs assets from seizure by the governmentôs foreign creditors, but also 

protects them from being seized by the government, and protects the CTF from being 

later merged into a government entity. 

 

Tax Issues 

 

One of the most critical issues in establishing a CTF is to make sure that the interest and 

investment income (and the capital gains) earned on funds being invested are not taxed 

either at the source (by the country where the money is invested in stocks, bonds, bank 

deposits, etc.) or in the destination country (where the CTF is legally registered or 

operating). If a CTFôs income and investment income (and capital gains) taxed at a 
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countryôs standard rates for taxing business and individual profits and income, this could 

result in the CTFôs losing one-third or more of its annual budget (assuming that the 

budget derives entirely from the income earned by investing an endowment). Most 

developed countries do not tax the income, profits or gains that non-profit charitable 

organizations earn through passive investments (in contrast to any profits that they earn 

from actively operating a business that competes with regular for-profit businesses). 

However, many developing countries and countries in transition do tax the bank interest 

and the investment income (as well as capital gains) earned by non-profit foundations. It 

is extremely important to consult with local tax accountants or lawyers to clarify this 

before establishing a CTF in a country.  

 

If a country imposes taxes on a CTFôs investment gains, then the donors and other 

founders of a CTF should either try to secure the enactment of a special new law that will 

exempt the CTF from paying such taxes, or include a provision in donor agency grant 

agreements (i.e., legal agreements between a bilateral or multilateral donor and the 

beneficiary countryôs government, not with the CTF), which specifically exempts the 

CTF from having to pay such taxes. A last option is to legally establish the CTF offshore 

under the laws of a country that does not tax the interest or investment income of a non-

profit charitable entity such as a CTF. Each year, the offshore-registered CTF could 

simply transfer the income or gains that it earns from investing the endowment through a 

series of direct payments to grantees in the beneficiary country, or to a locally 

incorporated CTF counterpart organization or committee whose only function is to decide 

how to allocate grants out of the money it receives each year from the offshore entity. 

Since the in-country organization would not itself own or invest the endowmentôs capital, 

it would be tax exempt on the income or gains from investing the endowment. 

 

For fundraising purposes, CTFs should also seek favorable tax treatment for donations 

given to the CTF.  In some cases, they have also created alliances with ñfriends ofò 

organizations in other countries that can channel donations to them while providing tax 

exemption for donors in their home countries. 

 

Rules against Conflicts of Interest 

 

Every CTF should have clear and comprehensive provisions in its articles of 

incorporation, bylaws and operations manual that forbid CTF board members, staff or 

their family members from receiving any grants or economic benefits from the CTF or its 

grantees. Board members and staff should also be required to disclose to other board 

members and supervisory staff any interest or association that they or their family 

members may have with an organization that is applying for a grant from the CTF or that 

is proposing to enter into a contract to sell or purchase goods or services to or from the 

CTF. Most CTFs require their board members not only to disclose all potential conflicts 

of interest, but also to abstain from voting on, or sometimes even from being present at 

board discussions of any such proposed grants or contracts. Clear and strictly enforced 

rules against potential conflicts of interest are essential to maintaining a CTFôs good 

reputation with members of the public, donors, grantees, and the national government.  
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CHAPTER 8: FUNDRAISI NG  

 

Main Conclusions: 
 

 The GEF and USAID together account for around two-thirds of all funding for 

CTFs. While their contributions to CTFs have recently decreased, European 

bilateral donors (such as Germany, whose laws previously made it impossible for 

the German Government to contribute to endowments) are now major donors to 

CTFs. 

 National governments in countries such as Mexico, Brazil, Panama, Ecuador and 

Mauritania have allocated substantial sums from their national budgets as capital 

contributions to CTFs.  

 International conservation NGOs have contributed amounts ranging from 

$500,000 to five million dollars to individual CTFs, but international NGOsô most 

significant role has been convincing multilateral and bilateral aid donors to 

support CTFs (i.e., lobbying aid donors), and providing technical assistance in the 

design and start-up phases of CTFs.  

 Most of the direct contributions to CTFs by corporations and foundations have 

been for one million dollars or less, and usually been for co-financing specific 

projects rather than for building up the CTFôs endowment capital.  

 The most successful CTFs in raising additional capital are those which have 

managed to start a ñvirtuous cycle,ò by attracting initial contributions from at least 

one or two key international donors, and demonstrating a high level of 

accountability and results during their start-up phase (i.e., their first one to five 

years of grantmaking).   

 Newer types of funding sources, such as PES, earmarked user fees or taxes, and 

business biodiversity offsets, are becoming increasingly important for many 

CTFs.  

 The potential of the so-called ñnew philanthropyò remains largely untapped today, 

but could be a promising new source of funds. 

 Best practices include building the necessary fundraising, marketing and strategic 

skill sets of management team and board, and designing a realistic and well 

thought-out outreach strategy.  

 

The last comprehensive assessment of RedLACôs member funds (Reyna Oleas and 

Lourdes Barragán, 2003) found that 11 of the 21 CTFs studied had two or more sources 

of funding. Almost 75 percent of the funds came from GEF grants and debt-for-nature 

swap proceeds (mostly with the US, German and Dutch governments) and most of the 

rest originated from national governments and bilateral and multilateral institutions. 

However, half of all LAC CTFs (ten out of 21) only had a single donor.  The picture has 

changed little since 2003; national and foreign governments still account for the lionôs 

share of CTF funding in LAC. In a few cases, international NGOs have played a bigger 

role in mobilizing resources. For example, in Brazil, WWF donated $5.25 million (which 

includes one million dollars from the Italian Government) to fund the ARPA trust fund 
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which is managed as a separate account by FUNBIO. Other donors have pledged or 

already given $24 million to the ARPA trust fund, including two Brazilian private sector 

companies.  

 

Major Developments 

 

The biggest development since 2003 seems to be the increasing leverage effect that CTFs 

have had. For example, FUNBIO has been very successful at implementing its 

Partnership Funds Program whereby sponsors (who are not the project implementers) are 

asked to contribute at least 50 percent to the cost of the given project. The $3.5 million 

amount raised to date from the Terra Institute, CSN Foundation, Klabin Parana Forest 

Products and The Minas Gerais Power Company, has covered over 65 percent of total 

project costs. Partners engage in what they see as a win-win collaboration with an 

established institution like FUNBIO that will serve their external communication 

objectives and possible goals to integrate sustainable development into their operating 

practices. FUNBIO and other CTFs have attracted new money that would likely not have 

gone to conservation otherwise. 

 

A 2007 survey of EAI/ TFCA funds found that seven funds (FPAA, PROFONANPE, 

Peruôs America Fund (FONDAM), Environmental Foundation of Jamaica (EFJ), FIAES 

and PUMA) had engaged in a total of 72 private sector partnerships that raised $40 

million. Almost 60 percent of partnership funds were contributed by the co-funders (who 

were expected to participate in the projectsô implementation)  

 

Another other major development for CTFs in the past few years is that the bigger CTFs, 

such as FMCN and PROFONANPE have continued to do very well in their fundraising; 

showing results and being accountable to their donors. The two fundsô capital now nears 

or has exceeded $100 million and both funds have bold fundraising goals. During an 

interview at the 2007 RedLAC Meeting, FMCNôs Lorenzo Rosenzweig said that his 

Boardôs goal was to raise the FMCNôs assets from $100 million to $200 million by the 

end of 2008.  

 

Several of the medium-sized CTFs, such as Panamaôs Natural Resources Conservation 

Fund (NATURA), FPAA (Colombia), EFJ (Jamaica) and PUMA (Bolivia) have started 

implementing formal fundraising strategies. For example, PUMA was successful in 

raising about three million dollars from new partners between 2005-06. It secured 

$500,000 from the Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF)
16

 to create a one-to-one 

matching fund to co-finance sustainable natural resource use projects in the Vilcabamba-

Amboro Conservation Corridor. It also received about $460,000 (as part of a three-year 

$1.32 million grant) from the McKnight Foundation to become the Foundationôs 

Administrator of the Collaborative Crop Research Program in the Andean region. It 

further received $1.44 million from the Amazon Basin Conservation Initiative to support 

community projects related to conservation and sustainable use of natural resources. 

                                                 
16

 CEPF is a joint initiative between CI, AFD, GEF, Government of Japan, MacArthur Foundation and the 

World Bank. 
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Finally, the Tarija Prefecture contributed a little over $535,000 to support the financing 

of sustainable environmental enterprises and initiatives in the region.
17

 

 

Furthermore, major foundations such as MacArthur, Ford and Packard, have funded more 

than one CTF (largely in the LAC region). However, their grants tend to focus on 

projects or programs or on institutional aspects of the fundsô work (i.e., capacity 

building). The Moore Foundation appears to be an exception. Its $100 million gift to CI 

enabled the creation of the Global Conservation Fund (GCF). The GCF has contributed to 

the capital of many different CTFs, including $1 million to the Madagascar Foundation 

for Protected Areas and Biodiversity (FAPB) and over one million to FMCN that is 

earmarked for Mexicoôs Baja California region. In fact, the vast majority of GCFôs 

remaining $60 million will be invested as capital in CTFs. 

 

Bilateral and multilateral donors have remained a very steady source of funding for CTFs 

around the world. In Africa, the GEF and bilateral donors (primarily USAID, KfW and 

AFD/ FFEM) have contributed about 80 percent of the funds raised in the past 15 years 

for CTFs.  Their role has also been critical in other regions, particularly in Latin America. 

For example, Peruôs PROFONANPE managed to attract money from the Dutch, German, 

Finnish and Canadian international cooperation agencies between 1995 and 2000. 

Boliviaôs FONAMA secured all its capital from bilateral and multilateral sources (the 

GEF, the US, Germany and the Netherlands were the main contributors. In Asia, 

Bhutanôs Bwindi Mgahinga Conservation Trust (BTFEC) raised around $18 million from 

the GEF, Finland, Norway, Switzerland, the Netherlands and WWF. 

 

Aside from the GEFôs contributions, proceeds generated by bilateral debt swaps make up 

a significant share of the capital of existing CTFs. The largest 40 CTFs have received an 

estimated $800 million in capital and co-funding (paying mainly for start-up costs) 

received to date; 56 percent has come from some bilateral debt reduction programs. 

Through debt-for-nature swaps and the TFCA and EAI programs, the US has been the 

largest source of bilateral debt swaps (it accounts for about two-thirds of all such 

transactions), followed by Germany.  

 

The sources of funds vary by region. In the LAC region, 70 percent of 20 CTFs surveyed 

received some money from debt swaps. The amount contributed by those swaps totaled 

60 percent. In Asia, Europe and Africa, the situation is very different since only around 

30 percent of the capital and start-up money collected came from debt swaps, and only 

25-30 percent of CTFs received money from debt swaps. 

 

Not all CTFs have been successful in their fundraising efforts. A 2005 USAID evaluation 

of KEHATI showed that their fundraising strategy was unsuccessful for the most part. 

The first component of their strategy was to target the Indonesian domestic private sector 

for donations which would be pooled into a single purpose investment instrument, called 

the ñGreen Fund.ò Unfortunately, the inability to deduct charitable donations from 

taxable income in Indonesia made the Green Fund an unattractive sponsoring mechanism 
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 EAI/ TFCA Secretariat.  2006.  Report to the US Congress. 
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for corporate donors. The second component of the strategy was a mass mailing 

campaign throughout Indonesia, however, an inadequate infrastructure made the mail 

delivery unsuccessful. 

 

Two lessons can be drawn from the experience: 1) It is imperative to conduct an 

assessment of the context and enabling environment before designing any fundraising 

strategy. The absence of a supportive tax code and reliable postal service did not provide 

the enabling context for KEHATIôs fundraising efforts to succeed; 2) CTFsô executive 

staff and boards must possess the necessary skills (strategic, marketing and fundraising) 

and relationships to be successful in fundraising over the long run. Boards should anchor 

a fundraising campaign, either by board members making contributions themselves or by 

using their networks to attract donors, whether these are institutions or individuals.  

 

Innovative Corporate Partnerships 

 

An increasing number of CTFs have formed innovative partnerships with corporations. 

Some CTFs like Peruôs FONDAM have expanded their role to include consulting 

services. FONDAM is now advising mining companies in particular on a fee-for-service 

basis on how they can offset the impacts of their activities by supporting environmental 

and social projects and SGPs. By the same token, Surinameôs SCF is approaching mining 

companies about managing their corporate foundations on an outsourcing basis. 

Eventually, those mining companiesô foundations will solely rely on SCFôs staff. Another 

example is that of EFJ (Jamaica) that manages a small donorôs development project in 

return for a management fee. 

 

CTFs can offer valued services to companies, by connecting them to government or NGO 

leaders, and identifying opportunities for companies to showcase their philanthropy.
18

 

Corporations can be powerful allies and bring substantial funding when the partnership 

between the CTF and the company brings benefits to both actors and makes sense in the 

eyes of the public. For example, the German brewery Krombacher ran a marketing 

campaign for ñrainforestò beer that raised over three million Euros for tropical forest 

conservation in Central Africa. The Rainforest Foundation in Germany manages the 

proceeds of that campaign and serves on the Board of the Sangha Tri-National 

Foundation, which will be the beneficiary of campaign funds.  

 

Extractive industry companies have formed a number of partnerships with CTFs, in the 

LAC region in particular, actually contributing to their capital in a few cases. Examples 

include FAN-managed EcoFondo in Ecuador, a sizable sinking fund provided by the 

OCP Pipeline Company. PROFONANPE is also managing funds from the Camisea 

Project Pipeline, while the Fondo Pro Bosque Chiquitano in Bolivia secured funding 

from a gas pipeline project connecting Bolivia and Brazil. A similar example in Africa is 

the Foundation for Environment and Development in Cameroon (FEDEC) that was 

created with funding from the Cameroon Oil Transport Company (including Exxon) with 

the purpose of offering compensatory mechanisms for potential damage caused by the 
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Chad-Cameroon pipeline. However, extractive industry partnerships are not without risk, 

and CTF executive directors seem to be aware of the sensitivity of those partnerships and 

the potential risk that their CTFs may incur in terms of public relations and reputation.  

 

Other Financing Sources 
 

PA authorities are increasingly attempting to generate income themselves or channel 

revenues by either tapping into usersô or touristsô willingness to pay or by taxing users 

and other key stakeholders that have a negative impact on biodiversity. Income-

generating activities can include trophy hunting or safari, ñsponsor an animalò and ñadopt 

an acreò programs, entrance fees or concession revenues. Generally, CTFs do not benefit 

from those revenues directly though there are exceptions, such as PROFONANPE that 

manages the funds so raised, even if it does not have the sole control of how these are 

spent. These new sources of funding contribute to the sustainable financing of PA 

systems and thus help reduce the burden on CTFs.  

 

Taxes, fines and other levies are gaining wider use as way to channel money towards 

CTFs. In 2006, FUNBIO launched the Fauna Brazil Portfolio, a special account for 

protecting endangered species which is financed largely by environmental fines and 

judicial awards, under an agreement between FUNBIO and the Brazilian Federal 

Government Prosecutorôs Office and the National PA Management Agency. 

 

Another potentially very large source of future funding that CTFs could manage is 

payments for ñreduced emissions from deforestation and forest degradationò (REDD). 

Currently around a fifth of all global greenhouse gas emissions come from deforestation 

and forest degradation. At the Conference of the Parties to the UN Framework 

Convention on Climate Change in Bali Indonesia in December 2007, agreement was 

reached to develop a mechanism to compensate countries for REDD. Although the details 

remain to be worked out and will doubtless be subject to intense negotiation, some 

experts have suggested that up to $50 billion per year could become available through the 

REDD mechanism. CTFs can offer the following  advantages as institutional mechanisms 

for channeling REDD payments to beneficiaries such as PA management agencies, Forest 

Departments, and local communities or individual landowners in PA buffer zones: 

transparency and accountability; equitable benefit-sharing; grant-making based on 

whether grantees meet prescribed benchmarks; and the possibility of ñpoolingò REDD 

payments for a large number of beneficiaries to ensure that agreed upon targets for 

REDD can still be met even if accidental forest loss (i.e., through fire) occurs in a 

particular area. 

 

New Philanthropy 

 

One of the potential sources of funding that CTFs have not fully tapped is the so-called 

ñnew philanthropy.ò The world of philanthropy has changed in the past few years with 

the emergence of donors who come from the corporate world and have amassed 

extraordinary wealth in a short period of time (according to Merrill Lynch and Cap 

Gemini in their annual World Wealth Report, there were 9.5 million millionaires world-
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wide in 2006). New philanthropy is characterized by an increasing number of wealthy 

individuals and families who want to ñgive backò and intend to do so using business 

principles that they are accustomed to. 

 

Newly created funds, such as MesoAmerican Reef (MAR) Fund in Central America, 

have had some success accessing new philanthropy by receiving standard grants from 

innovative foundations such as Summit, Avina, Oak and Ocean Foundations. It is 

important to note that MAR got off the ground thanks to the support of already strong 

national CTFs and could count on senior leadership and a board with established personal 

networks in LAC, North America and Europe.  

 

CTFs seem to be well-positioned for new philanthropy provided they have had high 

levels of accountability for a long time, which meets new donorsô demands for 

effectiveness and efficiency. CTFsô area of focus at the nexus of biodiversity 

conservation and finance is inherently attractive to many donors in this new world of 

philanthropy where finance-related professions, namely hedge fund and private equity 

professionals, are disproportionately represented.  

 

However, new philanthropy remains a potential rather than an actual source of funding 

for CTFs for the time being. Thus far, most CTFs have focused on traditional donor 

organizations where opportunities for funding are more visible. However, growing 

concern over climate change among the general public may provide new opportunities for 

CTFs, especially if they are able to link their activities to the carbon markets or promote 

the value of protecting species-rich ecosystems as an effective adaptation mechanism to 

climate change.  

 

Less impressive in dollar amounts, but more compelling in numbers of donors is the 

movement called ñcitizen philanthropy,ò whereby ordinary people from around the world 

with an internet connection can easily support the cause of their choice. A number of 

intermediaries (like DonorsChoose, GiveWell or GlobalGiving in the US) have emerged 

in the past few years and provide information to potential donors about how effective 

specific charities are, or serve as a channel for them to fund their favorite causes. Online 

giving has been growing exponentially each year in the US, from $250 million in 2000 to 

more than $4.5 billion in 2005.
19

  

 

 

                                                 
19 DonorsChoose, 'The Future of Philanthropy,' Provides More Than Half a Million Dollars Worth of 

Supplies to Los Angeles Classrooms.  March 2007 -  http://www.prnewswire.com/cgi-

bin/stories.pl?ACCT=104&STORY=/www/story/03-20-2007/0004549403&EDATE= 
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CHAPTER 9: INVESTMENT MANAGEMENT  

 
Performance: Average Rates of Return on Investments 

 

The 2008 Conservation Trust Fund Investment Survey Analyis (Investment Survey) 

conducted for the CFA and RedLAC found that the investment performance of CTFs is 

broadly comparable to that of US colleges and universities: the weighted average return 

on investments for 19 CTFs responding to the survey was 10.19 percent for all years, and 

10.57 percent for 2003 through 2006. 
20

  

 

The 12 responding CTFs from LAC have total investments of $268 million, with the 

average amount invested by each CTF being $22 million. The largest CTF (FMCN) 

manages $89 million, and the smallest CTF has assets of $1.4 million. These CTFs have a 

9.94 percent weighted average rate of return on their investments across all reported years 

(which goes back to 2000 for four responding CTFs) and 10.24 percent for the years 

2003-2006. The best performing fund (Brazilôs FUNBIO) had a 14.08 percent weighted 
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 Saccardi, Daniel. 2008.  Conservation Trust Fund Investment Survey Analysis.  Prepared for CFA and 

RedLAC. 

Main Conclusions: 

 

 Based on a sample of 19 CTFs, investment performance for the period 2002-

2006 was roughly in line with that of US colleges and universities, averaging 

around ten percent year for that period.  

 There is a growing sophistication in CTFsô investment policies: most have 

hired investment advisors and have clear investment guidelines. 

 CTFs should be encouraged to tap into top-quality investment advisors: they 

can pool funds with other CTFs, or contact financial intermediariesô senior 

management directly, in order to get increased attention from top managers.    

 Asset allocation varies greatly from one fund to the next. Asset allocation and 

spending policy should evolve according to a CTFôs shifting strategies and 

priorities. Diversification is the key to hedging against risk. This includes 

diversifying the currencies in which investments are held, and not keeping 

more than 50 percent of total investments in any one currency such as the US 

dollar, unless donors require otherwise. 

 Most CTFs now apply environmental screening to their investments, but 

screening for socially responsible investing (SRI) is not as widespread.  
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average rate of return (measured in US dollars) during both periods, while the poorest 

performer had a return of 4.73 and 1.66 percent for the two time periods, respectively. 

 

Five African CTFs have a total of $42 million invested, with the average amount invested 

by each CTF being $8.5 million. The largest African CTF has $13.4 million invested, and 

the smallest CTF manages $2.9 million. These five CTFs have a weighted average rate of 

return of 12.06 percent across all years (two funds provided data going back to 2000) and 

12.99 percent from 2003 to 2006. The best performing African CTF achieved returns of 

22.6 percent for both time periods while the lowest performer had returns of 7.2percent 

across all years and 3.05 percent from 2003 through 2006.  

 

The 18 CTFs responding to Investment Survey have a combined total of $315 million 

invested, with the average investment of each CTF being $17.5 million. The weighted 

average annual rate of return on investments for all 18 respondents was 10.19 percent for 

all years, and 10.57 percent for the years 2003 through 2006. 

 

By comparison, a study of the investment performance of the endowments of more than 

700 US colleges and universities published by the National Association of College and 

University Business Officers (NACUBO) shows that US college and university 

endowment funds with a capital of less than $100 million had the following average 

annual rates of return on investment: 1990ôs: 13.08 percent; 2000-2002: minus 1.57 

percent; 2003-2005: 11.14 percent; 2006: 9.03 percent.
21

 

 

Other Findings: 

 A number of CTFs had no particular investment strategy early on, which is reflected 

in the two CTFs that barely averaged a return equal to that of fixed rate investment 

products in the 1990s. Some CTFs (particularly the three or four largest CTFs in 

LAC) continue to invest most of their capital in relatively low yielding but risk-free 

(or low-risk) fixed rate investments such as US Treasury bonds.  

 In both 2005 and 2006, mid-sized CTFs (with assets of between $10 and $20 million) 

outperformed their smaller and larger peers (fewer than $10 million and more than 

$20 million, respectively), largely because they invested a higher percentage of their 

assets in equities.  

 The highest returns in the past 15 years often come from investments in local 

(emerging) markets, because high yield products could be found at the time (as was 

the case in Jamaica in the 1990s when the Government issued those products) or 

because those markets have been performing particularly well (Peruôs Stock 

Exchange was one of the highest performing stock markets in the world in 2006, and 

Brazilôs has been the best performing market in the world over the period of the last 

five years, while at the same time Brazilôs currency appreciated in value by over 200 
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percent against the US dollar). However, those numbers have to be considered 

bearing in mind that local currencies may also lose value against stronger currencies, 

and local inflation might be much higher than in Europe and in the US and thus, 

adjusted returns may be less impressive. Furthermore, local emerging markets are 

typically riskier than those in North America, Japan or Europe, which explains why 

emerging markets offer higher rates of return on fixed income products, for example.  

 Investments in local currency often reflect the source of a CTFôs funds. If most of a 

CTFôs assets come from a debt-for-nature swap, the money channeled through the 

swap is in local currency. In a few cases, governments have granted authorization to 

re-convert part of the local currency debt swap proceeds into hard currency and invest 

it overseas, in order to achieve diversification and reduce the risk of investing all of 

the assets in just one country (i.e., the host country).   

CTFsô solid performance likely reflects their growing sophistication with respect to 

investment strategies. Most CTFs now have diversified investment strategies and policies 

developed by an investment committee in collaboration with an investment advisor/ 

consultant that in turn manages several investment managers on behalf of the CTF. A few 

specialized investment firms have developed expertise in the management of CTF capital. 

In addition to their specific knowledge surrounding CTF management, the investment 

firms serve as intermediaries and oversee the investments on behalf of CTFsô boards 

which helps relieve the day-to-day workload of the boards. 

  

It is also standard for CTFs to measure their performances against benchmarks. Almost 

all of the seven CTFs use world market benchmarks such as the Standard and Poor (S&P) 

500 or Lehman Bros Aggregate Bond Index. Only Peruôs PROFONANPE uses a 

different benchmark, i.e. Peruvian private pension fundsô performance.  

 

Asset Allocation by Geography & Investment Type 

 

CTFs allocate the assets in their investment portfolios by type: fixed income (i.e., bonds 

and bank deposits), equity (i.e., stocks), cash, and other (i.e., real estate investment trusts, 

commodity funds, hedge funds, etc.); by geography: US, non-US international (i.e., 

Europe, Japan, emerging markets), and in-country investments (i.e., domestic); and by 

currency (US dollars, Euro, other international currencies, and the local currency of the 

country where the CTF operates).  

 

Approximately half of all CTFs have investment restrictions imposed by outside funders 

(international donors and national governments) or CTF boards. These restrictions pertain 

to asset management ï mandates on asset and/or currency allocations, risk versus return 

limitations, etc.  

 

CTFs in LAC show a clear preference for investing in fixed income (78 percent) over 

equities (16 percent) and cash (six percent) (there was no substantial allocation to other 

forms of investment). Allocation by geography is more evenly divided, with a near even 
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split between domestic investments (37.3 percent) and US investments (37 percent), with 

almost 20 percent in non-US international stocks (see Figures 1 and 2).
22

 

                                                 
22

 Figures 1 through 4 are all taken from the Conservation Trust Fund Investment Survey Analysis referred 

to in footnote 37 above. 



Rapid Review of Conservation Trust Funds  

 

 

54 

Figure 1 & 2: LAC CTFs Asset Allocation by Type and Geography (n=12) 
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By contrast, African funds allocate assets more evenly across asset types, by investing a 

slightly higher percentage of their total assets in equities (37.8 percent) than in fixed 

income (35.1 percent), followed by investing 27.1 percent of their funds in cash 

equivalents (such as ñmoney marketò funds, which currently pay around two to three 

percent in the US, with no risk, and no limitations on when funds can be withdrawn). 

There is also a fairly equal distribution across regions with domestic investments (42.8 

percent) outpacing non-US international and those in the US (28.6 percent for each). 

 

Figures 3 & 4: Africa Asset Allocation by Type and Geography (n=5) 
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The total weighted asset allocation of 19 CTFs reflects the large share of total dominance of the 

total assets under management in the LAC CTFs. Consequently, just over two-thirds of all assets 

are invested in fixed income (67.6 percent), followed by equity (18.3 percent), and then cash and 

other instruments (mostly hedge funds). Similarly, assets are almost evenly split between 

Domestic (38.1 percent) and US (35.7 percent) sources, followed by non-US international (21 

percent).  As stated in the Investment Survey ñit is worth noting that funds with substantial equity 

allocations represent the top performing funds. However, those with greater equity allocations 

were also represented among the bottom performers. This is consistent with the higher risk and 

returns associated with equity investments.ò  

 

Diversifying the Currencies of a CTFôs Investments 

 

In addition the geographic allocation by asset type it is instructive to look at the cumulative 

currency allocation of stocks, fixed income, and cash. Among the 13 LAC CTFs surveyed, the 

percentage of assets in domestic currencies and domestic markets are roughly equal (34.4 percent 

compared to 37.3 percent, respectively). However, all but a fraction of a percent of a CTFôs non-

Domestic assets are dollar-denominated (65 percent) whereas there is more of a mix of the 

geographical regions where non-Domestic CTF assets are invested (19.9 percent non-US 

international, 37 percent US). 

 

The five African CTFs surveyed mirror their LAC counterparts in that there is a near equal 

allocation of assets invested in domestic currencies and domestic markets (40 and 42.8 percent 

respectively, mostly accounted for by the Table Mountain Fundôs local investments in South 

Afr icaôs domestic currency and domestic market). African CTFsô remaining assets are 

predominantly dollar-denominated (41 percent versus 12 percent in Euros and seven percent in 

other currencies), but there are more spread out among different geographical regions, with 28.6 

percent of their total assets in non-US international investments. 

 

Some CTFs whose national currencies have appreciated very sharply against the dollar in recent 

years (such as Brazilôs currency, which has appreciated more than 200 percent against the dollar 

over the last 6 years) might be considered to have lost significant purchasing power (at least on 

paper) by keeping so much of their assets in US dollars. Since many leading world economists 

are now forecasting that the US dollar may continue to decline in relative value (after having 

already lost over 40 percent in value against the Euro during the last six years), and since the 

total value of all stocks denominated in Euros exceeds the total value of all stocks denominated 

in US dollars, CTFs should consider (as a best practice) keeping no more than 50 percent of their 

total investments in US dollars, and increasing the percent of their assets that are denominated in 

Euros or other hard currencies such as Japanese yen, British pounds, Swiss francs, or Australian 

and Canadian dollars. 

 

The Need to Reduce Risk through Diversification  

 

A diversified portfolio is designed to maintain a revenue balance in market fluctuations and 

avoids over-investments in any particular category, currency or geography. The 2006 NACUBO 

Endowment Study demonstrates that point in a table presenting the 2005 and 2006 returns of 

various investment assets of US colleges and universities. While some remained relatively stable, 
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Matching a CTFôs Investment Policy with its Spending Policy: 

the case of Tanzaniaôs EAMCEF 

Tanzaniaôs Eastern Arc Mountain Conservation Endowment Fund 

(EAMCEF) provides an interesting example of an investment 

policy that matches the Fundôs broader objective. Indeed, 

EAMCEF is currently in an ñaccrualò period during which its 

objective is to build its endowment until the end of 2008. In 2009, 

it will enter an ñincomeò phase during which its focus will shift to 

its grant-making activities. As such, its investment portfolio 

reflects its strategy with initial heavier weight in stocks with a 

higher risk/reward profile (70 percent in equities under the 

preferred scenario - minimum of 25 percent and maximum of 75 

percent) with a declining equity portion that will decline to 55 

percent under the same scenario, and as low as ten percent, starting 

in 2009. The goal will be to reduce the likelihood of under-

performance and strive to achieve as steady a stream of income as 

possible. Similarly, EAMCEFôs spending policy reflects its 

evolution. EAMCEFôs board decided that during its ñaccrualò 

period, spending could add up to five percent of the portfolio value 

at the end of each fiscal year (minus gifts received during the 

year). From 2009 on, trustees would regard spending as constant in 

dollar terms. 

others swung quite widely in the span of one short year. For example, the returns of US equities, 

real estate funds, and natural resource funds varied little between 2005 and 2006, whereas US 

fixed income went down from 6.7 percent to less than one percent, while non-US equities 

jumped from 15.7 to 24.8 percent, and real estate (public) decreased from 27.9 to 19 percent. 

The 755 US colleges and universities surveyed by NACUBO invested their endowments among 

the following asset classes: for those endowments less than $100 million in size, investments in 

equities accounted for 59-60 percent of total invested assets, while fixed income represented 21-

29 percent of the total, real estate represented 2.5-3.5 percent, hedge funds 2.6-7.8 percent, and 

cash 3.6- 5.3 percent (all other categories were below two percent). 

 

It is recommended for CTFsô boards to review their investment strategies periodically and revise 

their asset allocation to maximize their returns.  

In addition to having an investment 

policy, many CTFs also have a 

spending policy that sets the 

maximum percent of the CTFôs 

capital which can be spent each 

year. In a sample of CTF 

investment guidelines, spending 

limits ranged from an aggressive 

6.5 percent of capital per year in the 

case of KEHATI (up from five 

percent following a USAID mid-

term review in 2000) to a more 

conservative three percent for 

Ugandaôs BMCT and Madagascarôs 

FAPB. BMCT uses earnings to 

supplement its substantial grant 

revenue to meet regular annual 

budget needs but averages only 

about three percent in draws per 

year. Mulanje Mountain 

Conservation Trust (MMCT) uses a five percent spending limit, but has also taken supplemental 

draws from its capital to pay for special needs including seed project funding and construction of 

the MMCT offices. The NACUBO sampleôs spending policy (of those institutions with less than 

$100 million endowment) is in the same range as that of the CTFs surveyed. In the past ten 

years, the NACUBO sampleôs spending rate has varied from 4.5- 5.5 percent. Generally, CTF 

investment guidelines also specify a minimum percentage of the portfolio value that must be 

reinvested each year in order to offset for inflation. 

 

The need to provide predictable incomes for conservation programs and avoid potential shortfalls 

is precisely the reason why large CTFs like FMCN and PROFONANPE have kept a more 

conservative investment portfolio. Conventional finance theory would argue that by under-

investing in stocks (which have been shown to be the highest performing investment product 

over the long run), one would incur a major opportunity cost (a dollar invested in the US in 1926 

in a big company stock ï ñlarge capò ï would have yielded $7,432 in 2001, while the same dollar 
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invested in an average bond would have yielded only $50). Moreover, considering three-year 

periods instead of focusing on single-year, performances do even out one-year swings. For 

example, in the 55 years between 1945 and 2000, US Stock Exchange S&P Index had 43 years 

of positive returns and 13 of negative returns. If that period had been broken into five-year 

tranches, the number of negative returns would go down to three. Looking at those 55 years in 

ten-year periods, one would not find any with a negative return.
23

  

 

Periodic Asset Reallocation 

 

The Investment Survey found that nearly 70 percent of LAC CTFs change their allocations 

among different types of assets at least once per year (six CTFs reallocated on a quarterly basis 

and three did so every one or two months). Not surprisingly, the four funds that do not annually 

reallocate (rebalance) their investment portfolios are the ones that have 95-100 percent of their 

assets in fixed income ï there is little to be reallocated. All LAC CTFs that have a mix of stocks 

and bonds reallocate this mix at least annually. In Africa, all but one CTF changes its asset 

allocation at least once per year, and the one CTF that did not rebalance has only 14 percent of 

its assets in equities. Therefore, there is a similar tendency for African CTFs with a significant 

mix of assets to rebalance their investments. 

 

Professional Investment Advice 

 

Whatever the asset allocation bias that a CTF manager or board might have, it is nevertheless 

critical to manage oneôs capital as professionally as possible. As stated above, it is important to 

seek professional advice (typically from an investment advisor who oversees individual 

investment managers under CTF board supervision). Another requirement is for the CTFôs 

executive staff and board to have the necessary skills to manage the investment advisor or 

investment managers effectively. This can be done both by securing the volunteer or full-time 

support of financial professionals and by giving finance committeesô members continuous 

training. 

 

Interestingly, the CTFs with the highest return in 2006 and second highest return in 2005 paid 

the lowest fees to their investment advisors. The investment advisors used by different CTFs 

offer an equally wide range of services. Interestingly, every CTF responding to the Investment 

Survey indicated that it was satisfied with its investment consultantôs performance, although 

there is a range of both fees and performance.  

 

CTF managers were asked to explain how they had handled market downturns.
24

 The answers 

were mixed, but two major trends emerged: 

 

 A majority of CTFs made fewer or no grants during years investment earnings were 

substantially lower than expected (64 percent) and used unspent grant money or income 

from previous years (58 percent) to fund their current yearôs operations; and, 
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 See Responses to Questionnaire in Annex. 
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 Most CTFs (82 percent) did not dismiss staff, and 64 percent chose not to spend part of 

the CTFôs capital or raise emergency contributions to continue making grants.  

 

Hence, CTFs that were surveyed managed to ñweather the stormò and go through a challenging 

period without making significant changes to their operations. 

 

One potential difficulty that CTFs have had to resolve is how to access competent professional 

advice. First, CTFs have to use a comprehensive, transparent, and competitive selection process 

when engaging an advisor and investment manager. Nowadays, CTF leadership can easily obtain 

ï generally from specialized investment firms - comprehensive and precise guidelines on how to 

search for and identify a good investment manager. Secondly ï and more importantly ïCTFs 

have to make sure that they are granted access to the best fund managers. 

 

An obstacle to getting first-rate counsel is the relatively small size of many CTFs, especially 

those that fall under the average $20 million threshold that major financial institutions use for 

assigning their top managers to clients. 

 

To access the best advice available, CTF boards should contact financial institutionsô senior 

leadership teams directly. Some of the reasons why CTFs (even if their assets are relatively 

small) may still be attractive for major financial institutions to have as clients include:  

 

 Their funds will grow in the next few years and are likely to exceed the minimum size 

(CTFs may already be able to present a growth plan substantiating a future increase based 

on donorsô commitments and pledges); and, 

 Giving CTFs access to the best managers could align with the financial institutionôs 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) policy. Many financial institutions (mostly 

American and European) incorporate CSR into their corporate objectives, but they may 

not have considered yet that helping clients to finance biodiversity conservation can be 

regarded as a form of achieving CSR. CTF management teams and boards should put 

together material that underscores the often widespread social and environmental impacts 

that their funds intend to have at a country or regional level. 

 

Many CTF managers and experts agree that while good financial advice may be more costly 

upfront, the costs will likely be significantly offset by additional returns resulting from the expert 

advice. 

 

Social and Environmental Screening  

 

Environmental screens have become standard components of CTFsô investment policies. Social 

and environmental screening is routinely done by the best investment consulting groups or 

advisors.  It requires the investment consultant to purchase and utilize environmental and social 

governance screening software. SRI can be implemented by screening and selecting to invest in 

the most responsible companies, or by directly working with companies on reducing their 
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environmental footprint. One practical reason for why CTFs are less engaged in SRI practices is 

that they are very time-consuming and expensive as they require extensive in-depth research 

about, and dialogue with, potential corporate partners. 

 

A broader application of environmental and social screening is possible if CTF boards specify 

screening requirements in their investment policy statements and require their consultants to do 

the routine work of keeping their investments compliant with CTF investment policies. 

 

All CTFs with developed investment guidelines have provisions regarding compliance with 

international anti-money laundering regulations and with donorsô anti-terrorism screening 

activities. Compliance with these directives has had no impact on investment policy or selection 

of asset categories. However, finding the right investment manager can be challenging. A 

number of large investment management firms have declined to do business in certain areas, 

especially in Africa, no matter the level of transparency or compliance. The reluctance comes 

from firmsô unwillingness to engage in the complex legal reviews required to ensure they are not 

contravening local country laws, and the due diligence process required for the firms to have 

confidence that they are in compliance with all anti-money laundering requirements for the 

specific client.  

 

This should not prevent most firms from accepting CTFs as clients. Investment advisors need, 

nonetheless, to be very clear about these new requirements and to make sure that everyone in the 

investment management firm, including the legal and compliance department, is aware of and 

agrees to them. 
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CHAPTER 10: CONSERVATION TRUST FUNDS IN AFRICA  

 

Main Conclusions: 

 

 Most CTFs created before 2002 are located in anglophone Africa and cover specific PAs 

versus entire PA systems. Recent trend has been a shift towards financing an entire PA 

system and creation of more CTFs in francophone Africa.  

 Positive results of CTFs mainly include satisfactory on-the-ground project achievements 

and higher level of support by local stakeholders. 

 International donor agencies remain the main source of funding for CTFs in Africa. 

 CTFs should be part of a broader national or regional strategy to conserve biodiversity 

effectively long-term. They must be designed according to the local context. 

 Prospects for new CTFs across Africa are mixed - main obstacles could be lack of 

national biodiversity strategies and difficulty of raising money. 

 Success factors are well-known and based on prior experience in Africa and LAC. 

 

 

Current Situation  

 

Africa has 13 existing CTFs, six CTFs in the process of being established, and at least four 

others that have been the subject of feasibility studies. African countries that have already 

established CTFs include Botswana, Cameroon (2), C¹te dôIvoire, Ghana, Madagascar (2), 

Cameroon (2), Malawi, South Africa, Tanzania and a multi-country CTF that covers three 

adjoining national parks in the Central Africa Republic, Cameroon and the Republic of Congo 

(i.e., Sangha Tri-National Foundation).  CTFs in the design phase include ones in Benin, Gabon, 

Guinea Bissau, Democratic Republic of Congo, Mauritania and Sierra Leone. Additional CTFs 

are being considered for Liberia, Mozambique, Senegal and Tanzaniaôs Serengeti National Park, 

Senegal.  

 

Of the 13 existing African CTFs, five were set up in the early part of the 1990s, and seven more 

have been established since 2000. The size of African CTFsô capital varies, but most of the ones 

created to date do not exceed ten million dollars. Among those that have been in existence the 

longest (pre-2002), only Madagascarôs Tany Meva Foundation raised over ten million dollars. 

By contrast, most of the African CTFs created in the past few years have a capital exceeding ten 

million dollars.  

 

The higher capital amounts of recently established African CTFs can also be explained by the 

fact that not until the creation of C¹te dôIvoireôs CTF were there any national funds focusing on 

a countryôs entire PA system and other areas of biodiversity significance. Since then, 

Madagascarôs FAPB has also been created with a national focus, and the Benin CTF that is in the 

design stage is expected to support the countryôs entire national park system. 

 

The relatively small size of most African CTFs makes it more difficult to assess their actual 

biodiversity impact on the ground. However, experience has shown that the smaller CTFs have 
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positively influenced surrounding communitiesô perceptions of PAs through the implementation 

of integrated conservation and development projects. As such, these CTFs have tried to serve the 

local PAsô needs and reduce human threats to biodiversity. In essence, those CTFs have tried to 

win over local communitiesô acceptance and support for PAs.  

 

All African CTFs, with only two exceptions, have relied exclusively on bilateral and multilateral 

donor contributions for their capitalization (either as sinking funds or as endowments). The 

biggest single contributor has been the GEF, which has contributed to almost one-third of all 

Afr ican CTFs. Since 2003, the GEF has decided to focus on supporting entire PA systems rather 

than individual parks. The US Government is the second largest donor, having contributed to 28 

percent of African CTFs. The German and French governments have contributed to several 

CTFs, although these two donors together barely account for 20 percent of the capital and co-

financing raised for African CTFs to date.  However, they have played a very significant role in 

setting up most of the new African CTFs of the past few years, namely those in C¹te dôIvoire, 

Central Africa (TNS), and Madagascar (FAPB). 

 

International NGOs have also played an important part in funding African CTFs, representing 

about ten percent of all contributions (including co-financing). However the most important 

contribution of NGOs like WWF, CI and WCS has been in helping to develop most of the 

proposals for the creation of new CTFs and providing technical assistance and advice to the 

various actors during the often lengthy design processes. It should also be noted that CIôs GCF 

has earmarked $8.3 million for direct CTF investments supporting African PAs over the next 

five years. 

 

The estimated total amount of all projects funded by CTFs in Africa to date is $24 million. South 

Africaôs Table Mountain Fund, Madagascarôs Tany Meva Foundation, Ugandaôs BMCT, and 

Malawiôs MMCT have each disbursed between $2.5 million and seven million dollars of 

grants.
25

 

 

While the LAC region is further ahead than other regions in terms of the number and size of 

CTFs (since there are now CTFs functioning in most of the two dozen countries of the region), 

Africa seems to be considerably further along than Asia in establishing CTFs. Whereas 20 CTFs 

are in existence or in the design stage in Africa, only eight CTFs exist in Asia and the Pacific, 

and there appear to be very few new ones being considered. 

 

Most African CTFs cover areas of high biodiversity value and global significance, and most of 

CIôs Biodiversity Hotspots in Africa are covered by CTFs:  Madagascar is covered by Tany 

Meva and FAPB; the Cape Region/ Succulent Karoo/ MaputolandïPondolandïAlbany areas in 

South Africa are covered by the Table Mountain Fund; West African Guinean Forests are 

covered by the CTFs in C¹te dôIvoire, Ghana and Cameroon, and the ones planned for Benin and 

Sierra Leone; and the Eastern Afromontane region is partly covered by Tanzaniaôs EAMCEF. 

Only what CI designates as the ñHorn of Africa Biodiversity Hotspotò (including Ethiopia, 

Eritrea, Somalia and southern Sudan) does not yet have any existing CTFs, although UNDP and 

the Frankfurt Zoological Society have each recently discussed the possibility of establishing a 
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CTF in Ethiopia. Central Africa and the Congo Basin, which are widely considered to be of very 

high biodiversity significance but are not classified by CI as Biodiversity Hotspots, are home to 

the TNS and the national-level CTFs now being planned for Gabon and DRC. 

 

Findings 

 

There do not seem to be reliable data in most African countries about what resources it would 

take to conserve PAs and other biologically valuable areas efficiently and effectively. Best 

practice is to have a countrywide conservation strategy that includes a needs assessment as the 

first step towards preserving a nationôs biodiversity. Comprehensive biodiversity data does exist 

for Madagascar, for the Sangha Trinational region, and for Beninôs two national parks, but this is 

not the case in most of the rest of the continent. In the absence of such information, it is more 

difficult to make a convincing case for why a CTF should be established and how it should be 

designed (i.e., the amount of capital needed).  

 

Even an estimated budget for a ñno frillsò park management scenario that would guarantee a bare 

minimum protection for biodiversity is not available in many African countries. Establishing a 

ñno frillsò baseline makes sense because many African PA systems are in poor shape and with 

great basic needs. Thus, establishing a CTF that can provide an acceptable level of conservation 

at the lowest cost possible is the most reasonable option. In the absence of a ñno frillsò budget 

scenario, a financial gap analysis for PAs and other biologically valuable areas cannot be 

completed.  

 

Furthermore, some experts agree that it is not in everyoneôs best interest to operate under a ñno 

frillsò scenario, since it may imply operating under reduced administrative costs and cutting 

other non-essential expenses if necessary. Governments and PA agencies might be reluctant to 

implement a ñno frillsò scenario. Moreover, donor agencies that have funded conservation 

projects in the past have done so on the basis of cost scenarios that did not necessarily use the 

lowest ñno frillsò hypotheses in most cases. As long as some donor agencies are willing to pay 

for projects based on higher cost scenarios, African governments and park authorities have little 

incentive to actively endorse ñno frillsò scenarios for CTFs.  

 

Moreover, conservation is rarely among African governmentsô top priorities (Madagascar being 

a rare exception). In some countries the situation is even more complicated, with PAs so 

neglected and in such a poor shape that even thinking about assessing the countryôs conservation 

needs seems daunting. Furthermore, some countries generally do not attract the attention of 

donor agencies or international NGOs because of their relatively low biodiversity value, or their 

extremely uncertain political situation (such as Somalia or Sudan, notwithstanding their high 

biodiversity).   

 

Madagascar has managed to mobilize the highest dollar amount per capita for conservation in the 

African region in recent years from its own Government and from the international community. 

The newly formed FAPB has committed to pay for 30 percent of Madagascarôs PAsô recurrent 

costs (i.e., for the 46 PAs managed by Madagascarôs National Protected Areas Agency, 

ANGAP). FAPBôs current capital is $11 million with a total of over $50 million pledged. 

FAPBôs goal is to raise $75 to $100 million eventually. However, FAPBôs executive director 
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already knows that even a fully capitalized CTF is unlikely to pay for everything needed to 

effectively conserve the existing PA system as well as newly declared PAs.
26

  

 

Given the existing challenges in securing necessary funding, even in the case of small-scale, ñno 

frillsò scenario conservation in Africa, the question remains how likely it is that African 

governments, Africaôs civil society and the international community will raise the money needed 

to systematically set up CTFs across the continent? Those interviewed for the Review with 

extensive experience in establishing new CTFs, including those in Benin and Mauritania, were 

only cautiously optimistic that their fundraising targets (of Euro 15 million for Benin, and Euro 

20 million for Mauritania) will be met. In both countries, the national governments strongly 

support the proposed CTFs, and many details of their design have already been developed and 

agreed on. Thus, whether or not the next ten years will see the emergence of CTFs in most of 

Africaôs more than 50 countries remains to be seen.  

 

The funding challenge may also be as much a question of resource allocation and donor 

coordination as it is the result of lacking sufficient funds. For instance, Beninôs PA program that 

funded the countryôs two national parks and its park authority between 1999 and 2005 has 

invested a total of around Euro 20 million.  However, it is estimated that the additional funding 

needs for Beninôs entire PA system over the long run could be met by establishing a CTF with a 

capital of only Euro ten to fifteen million. By the same token, Burkina Faso is now engaged in a 

partnership with the World Bank in a funding initiative to support the countryôs PA System 

through a $30 million program, instead of planning to establish a CTF that might be able to 

finance the countryôs entire PA system in perpetuity by using the income from a capital 

endowment equal to far less than $30 million.   

 

Experts agree that CTFs are not a silver bullet and must be designed to fit into the national 

context. In countries that have completed comprehensive conservation strategies and where 

CTFs were established, such as in the LAC region, CTFs are just one of several mechanisms to 

ensure long-term financial sustainability for national PA systems and other biologically 

significant areas. Furthermore, even when it makes sense to create a CTF, a nation-wide CTF 

may not always be the best solution.  

 

CTFôs income and capital spending varies depending on the context and on the basic purposes or 

mission of a CTF. Madagascarôs FAPB channels funds to ANGAP, the countryôs PAs 

management authority, while BMCT has used most of its funds disbursed to date to pay for 

sustainable development projects.  

 

In countries that are not ready to commit to preparing a national biodiversity conservation 

strategy, a national-level CTF may not make sense. Smaller local CTFs covering a specific 

geographic area may be a better solution. Smaller amounts are easier to raise, and the CTF will 

probably be more likely to succeed by having a narrower geographical scope than that of a 
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 PAs as a percent of Madagascarôs total land area have recently tripled: new areas are called SAPM sites and are 

supposed to be managed by local communities. As far as FAPBôs financial gap is concerned, studies conducted by 

WWF-US and the World Bank (M. de Longcamp, JC. Carret, C. Ramarolahy) show that by 2012, the financing gap 

could already amount to between $31 and $46 million. 
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national-level CTF. For example, the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) is 

working with the government of Sierra Leone (with support from the EU, FFEM CI-GCF and 

potentially World Bank-GEF) on a project to protect one of the last patches of well-preserved 

West African Upper Guinean rainforest (the Gola Forest). The long-term financial security of 

this initiative will be supported by a CTF that would not only cover the operating costs of the PA 

but also include payments to the local chiefdoms to support community projects (as a means of 

providing incentives for their support for forest conservation whilst foregoing the timber royalty 

revenue that would have come their way had the forest been logged).
27

 

 

African CTFôs Relationship with Government 

 

In some African countries where the national government faces severe cash shortages, CTFs could become an 

attractive target for government officials to try to use for purposes other than biodiversity conservation, because of 

their size and the relative predictability of their income. The risk of a CTF being taken over by a countryôs 

government can not be entirely avoided, but there are safeguards that can be put in place, such as building a well-

balanced board that includes diverse stakeholders, including international donors; defining the CTFôs mission as 

tightly and narrowly as possible; agreeing early on about the specific purposes or specific PAs for which the CTFôs 

annual income can be spent, whatever its amount (i.e., allocating specific percentages for different uses, as BMCTôs 

Articles of Incorporation do); giving decision-making autonomy to the CTF and making it truly independent of the 

government. For example, it was agreed when BMCT was created that each year 20 percent of all grants would go 

to support the management of two parks created, 20 percent would go to research, and 60 percent to local 

community organizations. Each year, the Park Authority must present funding proposals to BMCT, whose board 

may decide to turn them down.  

 

Making CTFs clearly independent of government control to ensure greater accountability may cause tensions with 

governments. Legally establishing a CTF offshore is a type of safeguard that more and more fund designers in 

Afr ica have been considering. Keeping all of the CTFôs capital offshore and only transferring the investment income 

earned every year to the beneficiary country is a solution that might give greatest peace of mind to the donors but 

may not always be easily accepted by national governments.  

 

CTFs sometimes become appealing financing vehicles not only because of their success in LAC in particular but 

also because they are known to be ñrichò institutions (at least by African standards): they usually pay higher salaries 

than those paid to civil service employees, and are housed in more comfortable office space. CTFsô original funders 

and board members should make sure that their particular CTF has enough resources to attract and retain a high 

quality staff while not creating a chasm in pay scales with other organizations working on conservation (such as 

government agencies, and local and foreign NGOs).  

 

 

Legal Issues and Options for Francophone Africa 

 

The existing legal systems in francophone Africa are not especially conducive to the creation of 

CTFs. The legal form of a ñcivil associationò (ñassociation civileò), which is most commonly 

used for non-profit organizations in the region, is cumbersome: it lacks flexibility in the types of 

governance structures it allows, and it limits the kind of financial investments that a CTF can 

make. However, the following strategies have been applied to create CTFs in francophone 

Afr ican countries:  
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 The adoption of a new national law creating the concept of a foundation, or 

expanding the scope and flexibility that foundations have in managing their assets 

(cases in point are Madagascar and C¹te dôIvoire); 

 The incorporation of a special section into existing or new environmental legislation 

that creates a statutory PAs CTF that is legally independent of government and is tax-

exempt ï which is what Gabon is in the process of doing with its new Forestry Law; 

 The registration of a CTF offshore in the UK, Netherlands or the US (as in the case of 

the TNS Foundation or of FEDEC, which operates in Cameroon as a foreign legal 

entity). 

 

The first two approaches take much more time but can have a more far-reaching impact on the 

country, since the adoption of a new law on foundations essentially changes the rules of the 

game for foundations of any type. The third approach is more straightforward, but requires that 

CTFs be legally recognized in the countries where they operate (which in francophone African 

countries requires an ñaccord de siegeò). They also have to sign cooperation agreements with the 

respective governments to receive public funds and enjoy tax-exempt status (which in 

francophone African countries requires a public benefit declaration).  

 

A more substantial obstacle to development of CTFs in francophone Africa seems to be the 

centralized governance structure of many of these countries, according to experts having worked 

in the region. Centralization has various implications: little interest on the part of government in 

giving and guaranteeing autonomy to non-governmental or private organizations like CTFs; top-

down approach that clashes with need for consultative processes during creation of CTFs; and 

oversized headquarters of PA management authorities, which prevents funding from being used 

most efficiently to bring about conservation on the ground.  However, most experts agree that 

CTFs need national governmentsô support in order to exist and thrive.  Hence, the objective is to 

find a good balance between enough government representation on the board and sufficient 

autonomy for CTFs to include other major stakeholders, create the necessary international and 

national networks, and attract private funding.  

 

The requirements for establishing successful CTFs in Africa, based on experience to date, can be 

summarized as follows (most apply to other regions as well):  

 Integration into a country-wide conservation strategy that is based on needs 

assessments in and outside of PAs, and presents a system-wide management plan;  

 Political support at the highest level, while government involvement in the day-to-day 

management and spending decisions of a CTF remains limited;  

 International fundraising and technical support, because African countries themselves 

cannot raise all (or even most) of the funding needed to effectively conserve their 

biodiversity, including setting up CTFs;  

 Consultative processes during which all stakeholdersô voices can be heard and 
integrated;  

 A balanced focus on supporting sustainable livelihoods, and not simply supporting 

biodiversity conservation in ways that exclude surrounding communities and 

overlook development issues; and 
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 Highly capable staff and board members that can provide the breadth of skills needed 

to lead the CTF. 

 

The Future of CTFs in Africa  

 

CTFs in Eastern African countries have struggled to raise significant funds following their initial 

capitalization. As a consequence, their impact is likely to remain limited. Needs assessments and 

gap analyses that have been conducted, for example in Madagascar and in some LAC countries, 

tend to show that even with ñno frillsò budget scenarios, the financial amounts needed to 

conserve biodiversity are significantly more than many CTFsô current capital as well as 

significantly more than the sums that have been raised for conservation in recent years. In light 

of these facts, the following is necessary: 

 

The actual costs of effective conservation need to be accurately predicted.  Oftentimes they are 

based on past projects and donorsô willingness to pay for environmental projects; current costs 

have become higher than they need to be to effectively achieve conservation results. Thus, 

determining the true cost for achieving a reasonable level of conservation is a prerequisite before 

starting a CTF. 

 

Conservation needs to become a much higher priority for African governments and the 

international community. The environment still represents less than ten percent of total Official 

Development Assistance. As long as environment and biodiversity conservation are not 

integrated into African countriesô poverty reduction strategies, funding will remain relatively 

small. Studies documenting the economic value of biodiversity and/or PAs, such as those 

conducted by the World Bank in Madagascar in 2002 and in Zambia in 2007, can help to make 

the economic case for conservation. 

 

Donors, NGOs and governments need to improve joint planning, prioritization and coordination 

across CTF initiatives. There is wide recognition across Africa that international players (i.e., 

bilateral and multilateral donor agencies and international NGOs) do not sufficiently coordinate 

among each other. Most experts agree that some regions and PAs receive much attention because 

of their public relations value, while others are consistently overlooked.  

 

New sources of funding need to be tapped more systematically. PES have raised hopes of 

providing large amounts of new funding for conservation, and so has the so-called ñnew 

philanthropy.ò  

 

A continent-wide network organization of CTFs similar to RedLAC needs to be formed. The CTF 

community in Africa needs a forum where CTFs can exchange best practices and reflect about 

possible ways to advance their agendas in the region. So far, CTF managers only seem to interact 

at international events to which they are invited, such as the World Parks Congress in Durban in 

2003, or CFA-organized meetings in Arusha in 2002 and in Libreville in 2005. To be most 

effective, a new African CTF network organization will have to define precise goals and results 

that it wants to achieve within a defined timeframe.  
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Some summary figures: 

 

 Committed Capital 

at Inception  

(in  millions) 

Estimated Amounts 

Spent on Projects 

since creation  

(in  millions) 

Administrative 

Costs (as percentage 

of total budget) 

Tany Meva 

(Madagascar) 

$10.4 $5.0 22.5 

Table Mountain 

Fund (South Africa) 

$6.6 $2.5 NA 

BMCT (Uganda) $4.3 $4.0 40.0 

MMCT (Malawi) $5.5 $3.5 NA 

GHCT (Ghana) $2.0 $1.0 NA 

EAMCEF (Eastern 

Arc - Tanzania) 

$7.0 $0.1 35.0 

FEDEC (Cameroon) $3.6 $0.9 27.0 

FAPB (Madagascar) $20.0 NA NA 

FPRCI (Côte 

dôIvoire) 

0 NA 14.5 

TNS (Sangha Tri-

National) 

$10.6 NA NA 

TFCA (Botswana) 

 

$7.0 NA NA 

Total $77.0 $24.0  

 

 

NA: Data not available.  In some cases the CTFs are too recent to estimate funding.  

 

Notes:  

 

BMCT supports other activities that are not specifically related to the CTF. Hence, its operating 

costs cover those projects that are outside the realm of the CTF. 

 

EAMCEF also manages a GEF project, accounting for its high administration costs. 
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CHAPTER 11: ADVANTAGES AND DISAD VANTAGES OF 

CONSERVATIO N TRUST FUNDS 

As a conclusion to the Review, this final chapter examines whether the 16 assumptions about the 

advantages and disadvantages of CTFs that were listed in the 1999 GEF Evaluation remain valid. 

The original assumptions appear below in italics, and the discussion of these assumptions 

appears in blue below.  

 

Advantages of Conservation Trust Funds 

 

1. Revenue from CTFs can be used to finance operating and follow-on costs of PAs, which are 

usually not covered by donor organisations.  

 

This is true, since most donor agencies cannot fund projects for more than five years, and 

cannot fund recurrent operating costs. This means that most donor agencies are limited to 

funding ñone-timeò costs (i.e., for PA establishment, infrastructure, capacity building, 

collection of baseline data and short-term consultants), but cannot pay for periodic 

maintenance, repair and replacement of infrastructure and equipment, fuel for patrol vehicles 

and other supplies, or long-term monitoring and data collection. As a result, many of the 

achievements funded by donors prove to be short-lived, because developing countries may 

lack the financial resources to pay for recurrent maintenance and operating costs.  

 

 

2. As a long-term source of financing, funds facilitate the planning process for PA management. 

 

This is generally true, especially in the case of very successful CTFs like Mexicoôs FMCN, 

Peruôs PROFONANPE and Ecuadorôs FAN. This first advantage of CTFs only applies to 

parks funds, not to grants funds.  

 

 

3. The broad participation of governmental and non-governmental stakeholders in the 

supervisory bodies of CTFs contributes to a transparent decision-making process and 

improves acceptance of conservation measures in society (ownership). Through the support 

of NGOs, community groups and the private sector, CTFs also make an important 

contribution to the development of civil society. 

 

This is true, because if a board consists of a diverse collection of stakeholders who are 

independent of one another and have different interests, it generally means that decisions will 

have to be negotiated between the different board members, and will have to be justified by 

appealing to the CTFôs general purposes and its strategic plan.  

 

However, there appears to be no easy way to prove or test the assumption that the broad 

participation of governmental and non-governmental stakeholders in the supervisory bodies 

of CTFs improves acceptance of conservation measures in society. This perhaps expects too 

much of CTFs. 
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The experience of many Latin American CTFs, as well as Asian CTFs such as Indonesiaôs 

KEHATI and the Philippinesô FPE, demonstrates that CTFs can make an important 

contribution to the development of civil society through their support of NGOs, community 

groups and the private sector.  
 

 

4. As they are independent of government regulations, CTFs can react flexibly to new 

challenges. 

 

This seems to be generally true, especially if CTFs have good leadership. However, it cannot 

simply be assumed that this is automatically true of all CTFs.  

 

 

5. CTFs can plan in the long-term, because they are independent of changes in government and 

related shifts in political priorities. 

 

This tends to be true, as evidenced by the fact that CTFs have continued to function well and 

steadily pursue their biodiversity conservation mission even in countries that have undergone 

major political crises, changes in government, and related shifts in political priorities over the 

past 15 years, such as Peru. Obviously, this may not be true in countries where governments 

actually take control of CTFs, as happened in one case in Latin America. 

 

 

6. CTFs are more capable than donor organizations of working flexibly and with attention to 

small-scale details. 

 

This tends to be true because: 

 

 CTFs generally have less complex procedures than international donor agencies; 

 

 The regulations, policies and procedures of bilateral and multilateral donor agencies 

usually apply uniformly to all countries where those donor agencies give grants, and 

therefore are not as specifically adapted to local conditions as are the policies and 

procedures of CTFs; and 

 

 CTFs can pay more attention to detail because the staffs of bilateral and multilateral 

donor agencies often individually oversee portfolios of projects costing tens or 

hundreds of millions of dollars.  

 

 

7. CTFs create better co-ordination between various actors (donors, government, civil society. 

 

This is true to the extent that CTFs have representatives of each of these actors on the 

governing boards or advisory committees. 
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8. CTFs allow donors to comply with international recommendations for better aid 

effectiveness. 

 

See Chapter 3 of the Review: ñCTFs and the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness.ò  

 

 

9. CTFs constitute a vehicle to collect and secure private contributions for biodiversity 

conservation, leading to increased investments in the sector, notably in Africa, from 

international and private foundations. 

 

In many cases CTFs have attracted very large donations from international and private 

foundations that otherwise might not have donated money to those particular countries for 

biodiversity conservation, and CTFs have also attracted multimillion dollar contributions 

from big international NGOs such as CIôs GCF and WWF.  

 

Disadvantages and Risks of Conservation Trust Funds 

 

1.  CTFs tie up large amounts of capital, which generate relatively modest income, a portion of 

which is spent on administrative costs. However, most CTFs invest their capital wisely and 

receive income that corresponds to the opportunity costs. In particular, CTFs that aim to 

support PAs can keep their administrative costs down.  

 

The first sentence is certainly true of endowments, but is not true of sinking funds or 

revolving funds. Most CTFs whose assets come from debt-for-nature swaps, or bilateral debt 

reduction programs such as the EAI and TFCA, are sinking funds. They are ñcapitalizedò on 

a 15- to 20-year payment schedule and receive incremental funding each year, which means 

that they do not tie up large amounts of capital. In other words, each year the debtor 

countryôs government pays an agreed amount of local currency to the CTF, in lieu of 

repaying interest and/or principal of the cancelled foreign debt that the government would 

otherwise have to pay.  

 

There can be no denying that endowments do have an opportunity cost. The key question is 

whether this cost is outweighed by the advantages of an endowment. The observations by the 

Executive Director of Mexicoôs FMCN quoted in Chapter 2 are worth repeating: 

 

ñThe advantage of an endowment is that what you lose in terms of immediate cash flow, 

you gain in permanence. The discipline that an endowment implies forces you to spend 

money wisely. Otherwise, itôs too easy to end up wasting money on ówhite elephantô 

infrastructure projects (buildings, roads and vehicles) that will take a lot of money to 

maintain... [Furthermore,] having the CTFôs basic operational costs covered by an 

endowment serves as an anchor, and allows the CTF to focus its efforts on other 

fundraising efforts for different programs and projects.ò  

 

With regard to administrative costs, there are a number of points that can be made. Smaller 

CTFs tend to have relatively higher administrative costs, because larger funds can benefit 

from economies of scale with respect to many fixed costs, such as salaries for core staff, fees 
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paid to outside lawyers and auditors, and even investment managersô fees (which usually are 

a lower percentage of the assets being managed as the total amount of those assets increases). 

For this reason, the GEF Evaluation on CTFs concluded that five million dollars is probably 

the minimum size or threshold for establishing an endowment, because if an endowment is 

smaller than this size, then administrative expenses will eat up too much of the CTFôs 

resources.  

 

CTFs that make small grants to local NGOs rather than to national PA management agencies 

also tend to have higher administrative costs (depending on how ñadministrative costsò are 

defined), because small grants usually have higher per-unit administrative costs than larger 

grants, and also involve additional costs for RFPs and then having to review large numbers of 

proposals received in response. Parks funds do not need to spend money on publicly 

advertising and issuing RFPs, and usually only have to review a relatively small number of 

PA proposals each year. Nevertheless, even some grants funds have quite low administrative 

costs (i.e., five to ten percent, such as the EAI funds in Argentina and Uruguay), although 

such monetary savings is achieved at a high non-monetary cost (i.e., by minimizing the 

amount of M&E).  

 

It is not necessarily true that CTFs earn ñonly a modest incomeò on their investments. Many 

CTFs such as Bhutanôs BTFEC and Brazilôs FUNBIO have earned investment returns of 12- 

18 percent per year for periods of five successive years or more. Most CTFs earn an average 

long-term rate of return from investing their endowments that is similar to the average long-

term investment return earned by many US universities and non-profit institutions: around 

eight percent per year over a ten-year period. 

 

In co-financing schemes, contributions to the capital from donors like the FFEM remain 

small and reduce the visibility of the contribution and the institution. 

 

This may be true, but it is up to donors to try to achieve greater visibility through creative 

public relations. Many international donor agencies (including international conservation 

NGOs) actually find it to be a marketing advantage for their own fundraising purposes to be 

able to tell their own donors (or their governmentôs finance ministry, parliament, and the 

public) that donor agencyôs contribution to a CTF has served to leverage five or ten times the 

funds by attracting matching contributions to the CTF from other donors or from CTF host-

country sources (such as increased host-country government budget support for PAs, revenue 

from new fees or taxes that is earmarked for the CTF, or private sector contributions, such as 

the two Brazilian companies that recently contributed one million dollars each to the Amazon 

Region PAs CTF managed by FUNBIO).  

 

2.  Fund capital is exposed to market volatility, which could lead to loss of capital.  Funds are 

justified and designed to finance long-term operating costs while common public aid policies 

exclusively allocate public aid to investments and avoid spending on operating costs. 

 

It is true that CTFs which invest heavily in stocks have sometimes lost significant amounts of 

capital (up to 25 percent) in the short-term. However, each of the CTFs that lost part of their 

endowment capital when global stock markets fell sharply in 2001 after the ñ9/11ò bombings 
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and the end of the ñdot com bubbleò then regained and even significantly increased the 

amount of their capital within a three-year period, as world financial markets improved (i.e., 

the Suriname Conservation Foundation, Bhutanôs BTFEC and Peruôs PROFONANPE). 

However, sometimes a significant loss (i.e., 15- 25 percent) of endowment capital has led 

CTFs to cease grant-making for several years. For this reason, CTFs whose primary mission 

is to support the recurrent costs of PAs (such as Mexicoôs FMCN and Ecuadorôs FAN) 

sometimes chose to invest their endowments in lower yielding financial instruments that have 

a guaranteed rate of return, such as government bonds and bank certificates of deposit. It is 

easier for grants funds to sharply curtail their activities in times of poor economic conditions 

than for parks funds to do this. The latter may decide to ñinvadeò (i.e., to spend or borrow a 

portion of) their endowment capital in years when they have no net income, and then 

replenish this capital in later years when their investments are again performing very well. 

However, CTF legal documents generally impose strict limits and conditions for doing this.   

 

3. Depending on the overall framework and the authority of the CTFôs supervisory board, there 

is a danger that its funds will be used [up] by [making too large a number of grants to] 

governments and/or NGOs, and that there will be pressure to spend resources instead of 

increasing the capital of the CTF. The [donorsô] lost control over [their] financial aid is a 

key question, but needs to be balanced in light of all current recommendations on aid 

effectiveness advocating for a ñprogram approachò which implies withdrawal of control. 

 

This largely depends on whether a CTFôs legal documents and grant agreements with 

international donors explicitly prohibit this kind of over spending (which is true in the case of 

most CTFs), and on whether CTF boards and other aspects of governance are designed with 

adequate checks and balances to prevent this from happening. This kind of over spending is 

perhaps more likely to happen if national governments play a dominating role on CTF 

boards, because government officials are often subject to political pressures to spend money 

quickly for immediate impact. In the US, public benefit foundations and universities with 

multi-billion dollar endowments (like Harvard and Yale) are much more likely to be 

criticized for the opposite tendency, i.e. for spending too little of their annual investment 

income.  

 

It is true that by contributing to CTFs, donors lose a certain amount of control over how their 

contributions are spent. However, they can exercise control indirectly by ensuring that a 

CTFôs purposes and activities are limited by its founding legal documents and by donor grant 

agreements, and sometimes also by the donor having a seat on the CTFôs governing board. 

However, a certain amount of loosening of donor control (i.e., sharing ownership and control 

with the beneficiaries) is recommended by the Paris Declaration, and is part of the basic 

rationale for establishing CTFs. However, this does not usually mean greater ownership and 

control by the government of the beneficiary country; rather, CTFs are usually partly owned 

and controlled by the representatives of a broad cross section of civil society in a beneficiary 

country.      
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4. CTFs can breed complacency in terms of effective/efficient conservation managementé.if no 
incentives for good performance are provided for ([therefore] at least part of the payments 

[by CTFs] should be performance-relatedé) 

 

There seems to be no evidence that CTFs have bred complacency in terms of effective/ 

efficient conservation management, although it could happen, especially if government 

agencies feel automatically ñentitledò to receiving a certain part (or all) of a CTFôs annual 

grants, without having to go through an open, transparent and competitive process of 

submitting grant proposals each year.  

 

However, many CTFs do make their grants performance-related. For example, Mexicoôs 

FMCN and Peruôs PROFONANPE require individual PAs to meet certain targets each year 

to receive the next tranche of their grants, or to receive grant funding in the following year. 

This kind of conditionality might be much harder to enforce if the purpose of a CTF is only 

to finance the recurrent operating costs of a single PA, since in such cases there might not be 

any alternative potential grantees to which the CTF could award a grant. However, even in 

such cases, the CTF board could always decide to withhold or reduce funding for a particular 

year, until and unless certain conditions are met.  

 

 

5. The allocation of fund resources underlines a project orientation with the danger of 

neglecting the legal and economic framework. 

 

This may be true in the case of small funds, or funds that serve only to finance the recurrent 

operating costs of a single PA. However, as discussed in Chapter 3 of this Review, some 

CTFs make it a part of their mission to try to influence government policies on forestry and 

natural resource use and ownership, either by directly trying to influence (or help the 

government to draft) national legislation (as FPE and KEHATI have done in the Philippines 

and Indonesia, respectively), or by giving grants specifically for the purpose of strengthening 

NGOsô capacity to play a role in national environment tal policy debates (as Colombiaôs 

FPAA has done),  or by giving grants to academic and research institutions to do research on 

environmental policy issues (as Brazilôs FUNBIO has done).  

 

 

6. Donor agencies are not necessarily structured to follow up effectiveness of very long-term 

investments (replenishment uncertainty, regular rotation of staff, changes in priorities) and 

to be able to remain accountable to tax payers on the use of public funds. 

 

In many cases, donor agencies are not necessarily structured to follow up on and ensure the 

effectiveness of very long-term investments. However, some donors (such as the US 

Government in the case of the TFCA and EAI funds) are required by law to maintain long-

term involvement (i.e., by serving as a CTF board member until all of the funds which it 

contributed have been expended). The ways that donor agencies can address concerns about 

the effectiveness and accountability of long-term investments in CTFs include: 

 Lengthening donor supervision periods (i.e., to ten years, instead of the usual five-

year period);  



Rapid Review of Conservation Trust Funds  

 

 

 74 

 Agreeing to serve as a permanent or long-term member of a CTFôs board; 

 Keeping a permanent right to nominate a board member who is an individual or 

an NGO that the donor feels can represent its interests relating to biodiversity 

conservation or other goals; and 

 Including a provision in donor grant agreements that requires the donorôs 
approval for changes in the CTFôs mission and purposes, changes in the CTFôs 

governance structure or its articles of incorporation, or decisions to ñinvadeò 

(spend) the CTFôs capital (if the CTF has an endowment).  
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SUMMARY of the 1999 GEF Reportôs Assumptions about the 

ADVANTAGES and DISADVANTAGES of CTFs  

 

Advantages: 

 

1. Can finance recurrent costs; 

2. Facilitates long-term planning; 

3. Broad stakeholder participation leads to transparent decision-making and 

strengthens civil society; 

4. Can react flexibly to new challenges; 

5. Can plan for long-term because independent of changes in government and shifts 

in political priorities; 

6. More capable than donor organizations of working flexibly and with attention to 

small-scale details; 

7. Create better coordination between donors, government and civil society; and 

8. Allow donors to comply with international recommendations for aid effectiveness; 

9. A vehicle to collect and secure greater private contributions for biodiversity 

conservation. 

 

Disadvantages or Risks: 

 

1. Can tie up large amounts of capital; modest income; high administrative costs; 

2. Exposed to market volatility and possible loss of capital; 

3. There may be pressure to spend too much on grants instead of building up capital; 

4. Secure financing can breed complacency if there are no performance incentives; 

5. Making grants reflects a project-based approach, and risks neglecting the legal and 

economic framework; and 

6. Donor agencies are not able to follow-up on such long-term investments and 

ensure accountability for the use of public funds.  
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ANNEX A:  TERMS OF REFERENCE 

Background and Context 

 

More than 50 conservation trust funds (CTFs) have been created since 1992 with the aim of 

providing a long-term sustainable source of funding for biodiversity conservation.  They have 

often also served as vehicles for bringing together a multitude of stakeholders ï frequently to 

prioritise conservation actions that also respond to community and other local needs.   

 

In 1999, the Global Environment Facility (GEF) sponsored a comprehensive Evaluation of 

Experience with Conservation Trust Funds.
28

  Almost ten years later, the recommendations from 

this evaluation continue to guide the development of CTFs around the world.  The GEF 

Evaluation focused on the performance of the CTFs themselves, but not on their biodiversity 

impacts, since at that time most of the CTFs operating were too recently established to allow for 

a reliable assessment of these impacts.   

 

There is now a growing collection of fund evaluations carried out by the CTFs themselves and in 

response to donor evaluation requirements (for example, the UNDP and World Bank for GEF 

grants to CTFs and USAID for evaluation of CTFs managing debt swap proceeds).  In 2003, the 

Latin American and Caribbean Network of Environmental Funds (RedLAC) also sponsored an 

assessment of member CTFs' experience.
29

 

 

The Conservation Finance Alliance (CFA) Working Group on Environmental Funds
30

 has 

identified the need to conduct a Review of fund experience to date.  The overall objective of the 

Review is not to replicate the GEF Evaluation, but to highlight specific aspects of fund 

experience that will advance the creation, operation and evaluation of CTFs while enabling 

donors to better assess the rationale for further investment in CTFs.   

 

In parallel, the French Global Development Facility (FFEM) Steering Committee has asked its 

Secretariat to assess the pertinence of CTFs as models for financing biodiversity conservation to 

guide their decision to continue supporting CTFs.  Since francophone Africa represents the core 

geographical priority of the FFEM, the FFEM has requested that this Review include analysis of 

the state of development and future prospects for CTFs in francophone Africa.   

 

Furthermore, Conservation International (CI) and World Conservation Society (WCS) with 

support from the Acacia Fund are coordinating preparation of financial benchmarking analysis 

that will collect on an annual basis financial and investment data from existing conservation 

                                                 
28

 Global Environment Facility. (1999). Experience with Conservation Trust Funds,  Evaluation Report N°1-99. 

Washington, DC. 
29

 Oleas, Reyna and Barragain, Lourdes. (2003) Environmental Funds as a Mechanism for Conservation and 

Sustainable Development in Latin America and the Caribbean,  Report prepared for RedLAC (www.redlac.org). 
30

 The CFA Working Group on Environmental Funds includes representatives of Conservation International,  

European Commission, AFD, FFEM, KfW, GEF, Mesoamerican Reef Fund, National Environmental Fund (FAN-

Ecuador), Peruvian Trust Fund for Protected Areas and National Parks (PROFONANPE), RedLAC, Royal Society 

for the Protection of Birds, The Nature Conservancy, Wildlife Conservation Society, World Bank, USAID, US 

Treasury and WWF. 
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endowment funds, and use that data to perform a comparative analysis of investment strategies 

and financial performance across the spectrum of funds.   

 

The Review will draw on the collective experience of existing CTFs and CFA members, relying 

primarily on analysis of pre-existing evaluation and assessment reports, and targeted interviews 

with fund managers and other stakeholders. 

 

Objective of Review 

 

The objective of the Review is to look the current status of CTFs worldwide, focusing primarily 

on CTFs with at least five years of experience, to identify best practice standards for effective 

governance and administration of CTFs and to prepare guidelines for design and operation of 

CTFs as models for financing biodiversity conservation. 

 

Key Tasks of Review 

 

1) Review of fund development 

 Identify existing CTFs and prepare profiles of CTFs based on data provided by CTFs world-

wide (including RedLACôs assessment); 

 Conduct a critical review of legal, institutional and governance issues for CTFs operating in 

francophone Africa, presenting any recent innovations introduced in "civil law" countries to 

adapt the trust fund concept initially introduced in anglophone "common law" countries; and 

 Identify and assess existing ñlong-term financing gap analysisò for biodiversity conservation 

by country. 

 

2) Analyze best practice standards for CTFs with five years of experience for effective 

governance and administration of CTFs based on the following illustrative list of questions: 

 

 What structures and/or conditions ï in the sense of ñbest practices minimum requirementsò 

are needed for CTFs to be effectively governed and administered in a transparent, 

participatory and efficient manner, and what structures and/or conditions are likely to hinder 

success?   

 What approaches have helped to ensure commitment and performance at local (i.e., PA) and 

national level (i.e., budget cycle)? 

 What governance structure(s) and mechanism(s) are particularly conducive to independent 

and objective decision-making, particularly for prioritizing resource allocation?  

 What considerations should be taken into account when designing a CTFs legal framework 

and governance (board) and administration structures, and defining the skills, qualifications 

and amount of time required for adequate oversight and supervision of a CTFôs operation? 

 What guidelines and criteria should be adopted when nominating a board for a fund? 

 What other governance provisions should be incorporated into the CTF's statutes and bylaws, 

including succession/rotation of board members, procedural (i.e., quorum) and conflict of 

interest rules? 

 What are the key prerequisites required for the effective management of the CTFôs capital 

and oversight of the CTFôs asset management by the board?   
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 What process and criteria should the board use to select and oversee performance of the 

CTF's asset manager(s)? 

 What are the requirements for effective strategic planning, including prioritization of 

program objectives and projections of their financing needs? 

 How does a fund effectively monitor and report on its funding program?  What are the most 

effective M&E systems? 

 For monitoring activities that are/were supported by the CTF: what are the major parameters 

for defining the necessary level of ex-ante and ex-post monitoring by the board on the one 

hand and the desired efficiency and flexibility on the other? 

 What approaches for technical and financial auditing of activities supported by CTFs have 

proven particularly effective and efficient (highlighting respective pros & cons)? 

 What are generally valid indicators for effective allocation of a CTFôs resources (i.e., 
meeting annual PA operational targets or others)? 

 What selection criteria have proven to be particularly valuable for effective, transparent and 

focused allocation of CTF resources (i.e., grantmaking)? 

 What are the main factors driving decision-making and how many different administrative 

layers are required for approval of applications to the CTF? 

 What can be considered a reasonable range for administrative expenses, and what factors 

should be taken into account in determining this level (i.e., type of grants provided, definition 

of types of administrative expenses included)? 

 How realistic/ feasible are limits such as ñ< 15 percent of annual CTF revenues"? 

 

3) Assess the institutional, financial and technical status of a representative sample of CTFs to 

update the GEF checklists for successful design and operation of CTFs based on more recent 

experience, and to draft a model template for monitoring and evaluation of CTFs.
31

   

 

4) Evaluate methodologies for measuring the biodiversity impact of CTFs relative to the state of 

the art of biodiversity impact assessment. 

 

5) Test assumptions regarding advantages and disadvantages of CTFs (see attachment 1). 

 

As part of this activity, analyze to the extent possible, the conditions (technical, financial, 

economic, etc.) where the creation of a CTF is appropriate and desirable and where more 

traditional financing may be the most appropriate option. 

 

Deliverables and Timetable 

 

 Draft outline of report by November 5 for circulation to CFA Working Group members. 

Review/ follow-up on the draft report by CFA Working Group members will be done by 

e-mail and teleconference if technically feasible given the time available, and by a 

meeting in Washington provisionally scheduled for January 14, 2008. 

                                                 
31

 The template to be developed should focus on monitoring and evaluating of a fundôs institutional performance as 

well as the biodiversity impact of its financing/grant program. 
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 Presentation of draft outline and preliminary findings at side meeting to RedLAC General 

Assembly for discussion with RedLAC members and other stakeholders.  

 First draft of report due for circulation by January 4, 2008. 

 Second draft of report due for circulation by January 30, 2008. 

 Final draft of report due by February 27, 2008. 

 

The final product will be a CFA Working Group on Environmental Funds report and executive 

summary, mentioning the origin of the funding sponsors. 

 

A specific budget is provided for editing the final report and its translation (French/ English/ 

Spanish). 

 

Methodology 

 

 A Steering Committee, consisting of the sponsors of the study, including AFD, CI, GEF, 

FFEM, KfW and WWF, will oversee implementation of the Review.   

 

 The CFA Working Group on Environmental Funds will serve as the Advisory Committee 

for the Review.  CFA Working Group members will provide key background documents 

to the consultants prior to and during the consultancy. 

 

 The consultants will conduct their work based on the present TOR and will develop a 

joint work plan prior to conducting the Review.   

 

 The consultancy will consist primarily of a desk review based on the consultants 

collecting information by e-mail and through targeted telephone interviews with CFA 

members, CTF representative and other stakeholders. 

 

 The consultants will consult with RedLAC members and other CTFs participating in the 

RedLAC General Assembly (beginning November 13) in El Salvador. They will also 

consult electronically and periodically with Advisory and Steering Committee members. 

 

 A lead consultant will have responsibility for producing the final report. 

 

Consultant(s) Qualifications 

 

Two consultants will be recruited for this Review to share the 15 weeks of estimated workload. 

Each consultant will have the following minimum profile: 

 Substantial experience in design and operation of CTFs; 

 Advanced degree in law, economics, natural resources management or other related field. 

 Fluency in English, and French or Spanish. 

 

The two consultants to be recruited should be collectively fluent in English, French and Spanish 

to conduct the review in all three languages. 
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Attachment 1 

 

Advantages of CTFs:  

 Revenue from CTFs can be used to finance operating and follow-on costs of PAs 

and which are usually not covered by donor organisations; 

 As a long-term source of financing, CTFs facilitate the planning process for PA 

management; 

 The broad participation of governmental and non-governmental stakeholders in 

the supervisory bodies of CTFs contributes to a transparent decision-making 

process and improves acceptance of conservation measures in society 

(ownership). Through the support of NGOs, community groups and the private 

sector, they also make an important contribution to the development of civil 

society; 

 As they are independent of government regulations, CTFs can react flexibly to 

new challenges; 

 CTFs can plan in the long-term, because they are independent of changes in 

government and related shifts in political priorities; 

 They are more capable than donor organisations of working flexibly and with 

attention to small-scale details; 

 They create better co-ordination between various actors (donors, government, and 

civil society); 

 They allow donors to comply with international recommendations for better aid 

effectiveness;
32

 and 

 They constitute a vehicle to collect and secure private contributions for 

biodiversity conservation, leading to increase investments in the sector, notably in 

Africa, from international and private foundations. 

 

Disadvantages and Risks of CTFs 

 CTFs tie up large amounts of capital, which generate relatively modest income, a 

portion of which is spent on administrative costs. However, most CTFs invest 

their capital wisely and receive income which corresponds to the opportunity 

costs. In particular, CTFs which aim to support PAs can keep their administrative 

costs down. In cofinancing schemes, contributions to the capital from donors like 

FFEM remain small and reduce the visibility of the contribution and the 

institution; 

 Fund capital is exposed to market volatility, which could lead to loss of capital. 

CTFs are justified and designed to finance long-term operating costs while 

common public aid policies exclusively allocate public aid to investments and to 

avoid spending in operating costs. Depending on the overall framework and the 

authority of the supervisory board,
33

 there is a danger that the CTFs are used by 

                                                 
32

 The Paris Declaration (Mars 2005) on better aid effectiveness is organised around the five key principles: 

ownership, alignment, harmonisation, managing for results, and mutual accountability. Cf. 

http://www.oecd.org/document/18/0,2340,fr_2649_3236398_35401554_1_1_1_1,00.html 

 
33

 Checks & balances are a key issue ï one important reason for Task 2 on governance analysis. 
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governments and/or NGOs and that there is pressure to spend resources instead of 

increasing the capital of the fund. The lost control over financial aid is a key 

question, but needs to be balanced in light of all current recommendations on aid 

effectiveness advocating for a program approach which implies withdrawal of 

control; 

 CTFs can breed complacency in terms of effective/ efficient conservation 

management. If no incentives for good performance are provided for (at least part 

of the payments should be performance-related); 

 The allocation of fund resources underlines a project orientation with the danger 

of neglecting the legal and economic framework; and 

 Donor agencies are not necessarily structured to follow-up on the effectiveness of 

very long-term investments (replenishment uncertainty, regular rotation of staff, 

changes in priorities) and to remain accountable to tax payers on the use of public 

CTFs. 
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ANNEX B: LIST OF PER SONS INTERVIEWED  

 

Directors of the following RedLAC Funds 

Belize, Protected Areas Conservation Trust, PACT: Valdemar Andrade  

Bolivia, Fundación PUMA: Juan Carlos Chavez 

Brazil, FUNBIO/RedLAC: Pedro Leitão 

Brazil, FNMA: Elias Araújo 

Colombia, FPAA: José Luis Gómez Rodriguez 

Ecuador, FAN: Samuel Sanguëza Pardo   

El Salvador, FIAES: Jorge Oliviedo 

Jamaica, EFJ / Forest Conservation Fund: Rainee Oliphant 

Mesoamerican Reef Fund: Maria José González 

Mexico, FMCN: Lorenzo Rosenzweig 

Panama, Fundación Natura: Zuleika Pinzón  

Peru, PROFONANPE: Alberto Paniagua 

Peru, Fondo de las Américas: Juan Gil Ruiz 

Suriname Conservation Fund: Leonard Johanns 

 

Board members or staff of the following RedLAC funds  

Brazil, FNMA Taciana Leme,  

Brazil, FUNBIO: Daniela Lerda and Manoel Sampaio 

Ecuador, FAN: Sjef Gussenhoven  

El Salvador, FIAES: Ana Patricia Vasquez  

Guatemala, FCG: Carlos Baldetti 

Panama, Fundación Natura: Ariel Vaccaro 

Paraguay, TFCA fund: Juan Angel Alvarez and Felix Kasamatsu 

Peru, PROFONANPE: Tito Cabrera 

 

Directors of the following CTFs in Africa and Asia 

Bhutan Trust Fund for Environmental Conservation: Tobgay Namgyal 

Philippines Tropical Forest Conservation Fund: Onggie Caraval 

Madagascar, FAPB: Christian Ramarolahy 

Madagascar, Fondation Tany Meva: Fenosoa Andriamahenina 

Uganda, BMCT, George Dutki 

C¹te dôIvoire, Foundation for Parks and Reserves, Fanny NôGolo 

 

Conservation International (CI)  

Jennifer Morris  

Christopher Stone 

Léon Rajobelina 

 

French Global Environment Facility (FFEM) 

Julien Calas 

Marc-Antoine Martin 
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European Commission (EC) 

Pierre Carret 

 

Fonds International du Banc dôArguin (FIBA) 

Sylvie Goyet 

 

German Development Bank (KfW)  

Matthias von Bechtolsheim 

Christoph Kessler 

 

Global Environment Facility (GEF) 

Yoko Watanabe 

Claudio Volonte  

David Todd  

Laura Kennedy   

 

International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) 

Geoffroy Mauvais 

 

The Nature Conservancy (TNC) 

Scott Smith 

Marlon Flores 

 

Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) 

Alastair Gammel 

 

Union Bank of Switzerland (UBS) 

John Adams 

 

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) 

John Hough  

 

US Agency for International Development (USAID) 

Scott Lampman  

Jerry Bisson  

Alicia Grimes  

Victor Bullen  

Charles Barber  

 

US Treasury Department 

Katie Berg 

 

US State Department 

Charity Dennis 

Bernie Link 
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World Bank 

Charles di Leva  

Alberto Ninio  

Kathleen Mikitin  

Claudia Sobrevilla  

Kathy MacKinnon 

Jean-Christophe Carret  

 

WWF 

Melissa Moye 

Marie de Longcamp 

Esteban Brenes 

John Morrison  

Brigitte Carr-Dirick 

Jean Paul Paddack 

 

Independent Consultants  

John Pielemeier 

Allen Putney 

Richard Margolius 

Rémi Gouin 

Francis Lauginie 

José Galindo 

Stephen Cobb 

Uwe Klug 

Udo Lange 
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ANNEX D: ANALYSIS OF  QUESTIONNAIRES COMPL ETED BY CTF 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS  

I. Conservation Programs and Impacts 

 

1. What percent of your fund's total grants used for each of the following purposes? 

Out of the 28 respondents (see complete list at end of this document), only four did not list PAs 

as one of the purposes of their grants. The second most mentioned use of the grants was local 

NGOs/ CBOs, followed closely by Sustainable Development/ Ecoenterprise Projects. Use for 

PAs though coming first had a wide distribution between 2.6 percent (EFJ/ Jamaica) and 100 

percent (FAPB/ Madagascar) (average of 34 percent) while Local NGOs/ Community 

Organizations varied from five percent (Tany Meva/ Madagascar) to 75 percent (Green Trust/ 

South Africa) with an average of 20 percent and Sustainable Development Projects averaged 18 

percent.  Other purposes that were most quoted (in descending order) included: Capacity 

building, followed by Research/ Monitoring and Environmental Education which two-thirds of 

the CTFs mentioned as a use even though it rarely exceeded 15 percent. 

 

2. Does your fund have any specific biodiversity conservation targets in its short-term or long-

term strategy? 

An overwhelming majority of CTFs (over 80 percent) do not have ñIncrease in population of 

certain speciesò as a specific conservation target. Interestingly enough, no biodiversity target 

(even the category Other Objectives) elicited more positive than negative answers. However, 

those categories were not far from the 50 percent mark, with Other Objectives at 43 percent and 

reduce certain threats and increase number of size of PAs slightly under 40 percent. Other 

Objectives were quite varied, i.e., maintain forest cover at a certain percentage, increase number 

of hectares of PAs under collaborative management, or maintain biodiversity. 

 

3. Has your fund been directly responsible for the establishment of any new PAs? 

Two-thirds said they were not responsible for the creation of any PAs. Their comments gave a 

somewhat more balanced picture, namely that three of the funds had an indirect impact on 

creating PAs while another one purchased land directly to protect it. 

 

4. Does your fund have any special sub-accounts? 

A small majority of CTFs (58 percent) have sub-accounts. They created them upon a donorôs 

request (i.e., FAPB / Madagascar has such an account to receive money that will come from a 

debt-for-nature swap with Germany), wanted to tackle specific issues (i.e., Policy Support in 

Laos or Turtle Fund in PNG), or set up several CTFs early on to meet different needs (i.e., 

Ecuador). 

 

5. Has the creation of your fund resulted in an increase, a decrease, or made no change in your 

government's annual budget for conservation? 

In most cases (54 percent), the CTFs had no impact on governmentôs annual funding for 

conservation. When CTFs did have an impact, it was more often to influence the budget 

positively (38 percent of responses) than negatively (eight percent). 80 percent of the CTFs that 

responded they had a positive impact are located in Latin America. 
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II. Fund's Inter nal Management and Finances: 

 

1. How many members does your fund's board of directors have? 

The average size of the board of those who responded is ten members. The breakdown by 

category is as follows: between two and three representatives from national government agencies 

or ministries and from national or local NGOs, between one and two from unaffiliated 

individuals and from business sector representatives, slightly less than one from other 

organizations, and between zero and one from international NGOs and from foreign government 

agencies.  

 

Those averages hide regional disparities, between Africa and Latin America and the Caribbean in 

particular. Whereas the board of an average African CTF has eight members, its equivalent in the 

LAC region has 12. Out of those 12, almost five come from the local NGO sector and 2.5 from 

national government agencies. By contrast in Africa, less than one board member comes from 

the national nonprofit sector while less than two come from national government agencies. 

Unaffil iated individuals and the business sector have about the same weight as government 

agencies in African CTFsô boards. 

 

2. What is the total number of staff of your organization? 

The average number of staff is 15 in our sample. That number comes with a wide distribution 

since the lowest headcount is two and the highest are 60 and 68 at Brazilôs FUNBIO and FNMA 

respectively, with a standard deviation of over 16. Eleven CTFs have 15 or more staff (including 

nine in the LAC region, the others being Laos and Tany Meva,), four have ten employees, seven 

have between five and nine, and six have fewer than five (MAR Fund, Dutch Caribbean, FAPB, 

Mama Graun, Table Mountain Fund and Green Trust). 

 

We did not have enough data on staff breakdown (only five responses) to draw any meaningful 

conclusions. On several occasions, it was mentioned that CTFs supplemented their staff with 

consultants on an ad-hoc basis. 

 

3. What is the average percent of your fund's total annual budget spent for management and 

administrative costs during each of the last three years? 

The average percentage of management and administrative costs over the last three years was a 

little over 23 percent among the 26 CTFs that responded (two that did not are still in start-up 

mode). As was the case with the number of staff, the distribution is broad again, with numbers 

ranging from five percent (FMCN and PROFONANPE) to 90 percent (Laos). Laos CTF is 

probably not representative since they started their operations recently. The standard deviation is 

almost 20 percent. 

 

Among those that have been in existence for more than two to three years, the highest 

percentages include Ugandaôs BMCT, Tanzaniaôs EAMCEF (35-40 percent), and Boliviaôs 

FUNDESNAP (60 percent). Half of the funds that participated in our survey kept their 

administration and management costs at 15 percent of their budget or less, including two in 

Africa and two in Asia.  
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4. What is the approximate amount of new contributions or revenues that your fund has raised or 

received, starting in the second year after the fund began operating (earnings from investments 

not included)? 

The funds in our sample managed to raise an average $19 million after their first year of 

operations. It should be noted that respondents included grant and capital (both sinking and 

endowment) money in their responses, which skewed them a bit (if grant money had not been 

included, the total would have been slightly lower). However, there are wide discrepancies in the 

group, which is shown by a standard deviation of over $30 million.  Indeed, ñheavyweightò 

funds such as FMCN, FNMA, and PROFONANPE managed to raise $90 million or more after 

their inception while the next largest amounts were between $20-25 million and were all raised 

by RedLAC funds (Ecuadorôs FAN, Panamaôs NATURA, Colombiaôs FPAA, and Brazilôs 

FUNBIO). None of the African CTFs managed to raise more than $6 million after their first year, 

though the recently created FAPB in Madagascar will be a likely exception. 

 

5. If your fund's investment earnings have ever been substantially less than expected in certain 

years, did your fund do any of the following? 

The answers were pretty mixed but there were two major trends that emerged. A majority of 

CTFs made fewer or no grants the year investment earnings were substantially lower than 

expected (64 percent) and used unspent grant money or income from previous years (58 percent).  

Most CTFs (82 percent) did not dismiss staff and 64 percent chose not to spend part of the CTFôs 

capital or raise emergency contributions to continue making grants.  

 

Funds that participated in our Survey: 

BMCT, ECOTRUST (Uganda), Tany Meva, FAPB (Madagascar), FPRCI (C¹te dôIvoire), MAR 

Fund (Central America / Regional), FEDEC (Cameroon), EAMCEF (Tanzania), EFJ (Jamaica), 

FAN (Ecuador), Dutch Caribbean Nature Alliance, Vietnam Conservation Fund, LEPF (Laos), 

BTFEC (Bhutan), MCT (Micronesia), NATURA (Panama), Mama Graun Conservation Trust 

Fund (Papua New Guinea), Green Trust , Table Mountain Fund (South Africa), FMCN 

(Mexico), FPAA (Colombia), FUNDESNAP (Bolivia), PUMA (Bolivia), FNMA, FUNBIO 

(Brazil), PROFONANPE, FONDAM (Peru), and SCF (Suriname). 
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ANNEX E: CONSERVATION TRUST FUND CASE STUDIES 
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Indonesian Biodiversity Foundation  

(KEHATI)  
 

The Indonesian Biodiversity Foundation, better known as KEHATI (Yayasan 

Keanekarangaman Hayati), was established in 1994 by the signing of a Memorandum of 

Understanding between the US Agency for International Development (USAID) and 

KEHATI.  KEHATIôs mission is to promote conservation efforts as well as the sustainable 

use of Indonesiaôs biological resources by way of funding of biodiversity conservation 

activities.  KEHATIôs role has changed over the years.  Initially established to promote 

biodiversity conservation at the level of species conservation through grant-making, it 

has broadened its focus to also serve as facilitator and public advocacy arm for 

community-based biodiversity conservation.   
 
 

Origin of Fund  

In 1994, the United States, through USAID, agreed to fund an endowment for an Indonesian 

biodiversity foundation governed by an Indonesian Board of Directors.  Thus, KEHATI was 

formed.    In 1995, KEHATI and USAID signed a ten-year (1995-2005) Cooperative Agreement, 

which provided a grant in the form of a $16.5 million endowment fund to ensure the continuation 

of KEHATI as a grant making foundation. USAID also agreed to disburse a total of $2.5 million 

to support the first five years of KEHATIôs operation. In its first two years, KEHATI focused 

efforts on forming its organizational structure, operational framework, and Board.  Between 

1995 and 1998, KEHATIôs mandate was mainly that of a grant-making institution, supporting 

biodiversity conservation at the species level.    In 1999, it shifted its focus towards community-

based biodiversity conservation, and in 2002 added additional emphasis to its role as a grant-

maker and facilitator to serve as a policy advocate for sustainability and community-based 

resource management.  KEHATIôs focus, according to its strategic plan in the next four years 

(2008-2012), is reducing threats to biodiversity loss and increasing ecosystem resiliency. Since it 

was founded, KETHATI has established a nationwide reputation as a leader in protecting 

biodiversity in Indonesia.  

 

Board Composition 

As an independent foundation, KEHATI is governed by a Board of Trustees composed of 21 

distinguished Indonesians, representing scientists, academics, NGO leaders and the business 

community.  Professor Emil Salim is the Chairman of the Board of Trustees and has also served 

as the Minister of Environment of Indonesia in a former capacity.   

Fund Operations  

The operations of KEHATI are guided by a Strategic Plan.  The Advisory Board is responsible 

for budgeting and establishing the general policy and guidelines for fund management and 
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operations.  The Executive Board assumes the role of establishing operational policies, setting 

priorities for annual programs, monitoring program execution, and hiring the Executive Director 

of KEHATI. The Supervisory Board is in charge of supervising the implementation of the 

policies.  The Executive Board and the management are assisted by special committees, 

including the Grant-making Committee, the Investment Committee, and the Resource 

Mobilization Committee.  The Executive Director and staff oversee and manage KEHATIôs 

programs and activities on a day-to-day basis, including budget/financial management, staff 

issues and general affairs, grant administration and other miscellaneous activities.  

 

Funding and Fundraising 

Annual income from the initial USAID funded endowment has constituted a pool which funds 

both operating expenses and the grants program.  A cooperative agreement between USAID and 

KEHATI allowed until March 2005 ultimate US control over the investment funds and 

supervisory financial purview of the Foundation. 

KEHATI has explored several fundraising strategies in the recent past, including raising funds 

through private sector donations for the ñGreen Fund,ò a single purpose investment instrument 

where income earned would support additional environmental causes.  A mass mailing campaign 

targeting the general public was also initiated throughout Indonesia.  Both attempts were slow in 

progress due to lacking legal incentives (tax deductions for donations) and general infrastructure 

allowing for effective mail delivery.  Fundraising is expected to take two strategic approaches: 

grass-roots fundraising through awareness building, and targeting Board member contacts and 

networks. 

 

Investment Management 

KEHATIôs policy is to maintain an asset mix of 60 percent equity and 40 percent fixed income.  

Through this traditional asset mix, KEHATI has been able to maintain its strategic objective and 

planned funding of programs, and be a reliable provider of support for environmental causes, 

even in tough economic times.  KEHATIôs performance situates very well when compared 

overall to the investment returns of US private, community and public foundations. 

 

Activities Supported  

 

KEHATI views itself as a ñGrant-making Plusò organization that supports biodiversity 

conservation in Indonesia.  As such, KEHATIôs activities range from protected areas and local 

natural resources management in various ecosystems, including semi-arid, agro-biodiversity and 

coastal and small-island habitats.  KEHATI further provides technical assistance to local 

partners, particularly relating to community organizing, local management activities (including 

administration, finance, program development, report writing, proposal development, mapping, 
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monitoring, etc.), and with issues relating to community-based conservation (including 

sustainable economic development, agro-business and eco-tourism).  

 

Monitoring and Evaluation  

KEHATI and its local partners base their work on an annual workplan, also known as the 

Logical Framework Analysis.   However, during the last USAID-conducted evaluation in 2005, 

KEHATI was unable to point to specific indicators or benchmarks for monitoring the workplan 

activities.  KEHATI now has data available that covers the duration of grant period, total grant 

funds, and matching funds from other donors; however, some data, including monitoring for 

level of income and areas covered by the grants are yet to be compiled.  The organization had 

rather focused its efforts on establishing and measuring the process rather than the output, 

outcome or impact of its projects.  Thus, the indicators used to measure the level of success were 

through project completion and grants disbursements.   

KEHATI has encouraged its partners to be transparent in the program planning and 

implementation process and has sent its staff to the field to observe and provide input and 

assistance when needed.  KEHATI conducts two visits to each project area annually, usually 

around evaluation periods, and spends about one week per visit.    

 

Contact Information 

Damayanti Buchori, Executive Director 

Jl. Bangka VIII no. 3B 

Pela Mampang 

Jakarta  

Tel: +62 21 718 3185 

Fax: +62 21 719 6131 

e-mail: dami@kehati.or.id  

 

http://www.kehati.or.id 
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Cameroon, Central African Republic and Republic of Congo  

Sangha Tri-National Foundation  

(TNS Foundation) 

 
The Sangha Tri-National Foundation (ñTNS Foundationò) was created in March 2007.  The 

TNS Foundation is an independent conservation trust fund that will raise and channel millions of 

dollars for the protection and management of a trans-boundary forest complex called Sangha 

Tri-National covering a total surface area of some 28,000 km², including the three contiguous 

National Parks of Lobeke in Cameroon, Dzanga-Ndoki in the Central African Republic and 

Nouabale-Ndoki in Congo (Brazzaville), and their buffer zones.  The TNS complex is one of the 

most important conservation areas in Central Africa, not only because of the great diversity of 

its habitats but also because it harbors important populations of the mega fauna of Central 

Africa with the highest densities of bongos, gorillas and forest elephants in Africa. 

 

Origin of Fund  

Following the March 1999 Heads of State Summit on conservation and sustainable management 

of forest ecosystems in Central Africa, including trans-boundary areas, and the signature of the 

ñYaound® Declaration,ò the Governments of Cameroon, Central African Republic and Republic 

of Congo took in December 2000 a major step towards materializing their commitment through 

the signature of a Cooperation Agreement to establish and manage the TNS trans-boundary 

forest complex.  Recognizing the need to strengthen the long-term financing of conservation 

activities in the TNS, government representatives of the three countries, as well as several 

partners, confirmed the feasibility of creating a conservation trust fund. A process for the design 

and creation process of the TNS Foundation was developed with support mainly from the World 

Bank/World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) Alliance for Forest Conservation and Sustainable 

Use (World Bank/WWF Alliance), German Agency for Technical Cooperation (GTZ), Wildlife 

Conservation Society (WCS), French Cooperation and the US Agency for International 

Development (USAID)-funded Central Africa Regional Program for Environment (CARPE).  A 

Steering Committee responsible for overseeing the Foundationôs creation process and receiving 

support from a Regional Facilitator, and a small team of experts in conservation finance from 

WWF, WCS and GTZ, worked together to develop the profile and the legal documents leading 

to the Foundationôs registration.   
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Board Composition  

The governance structure has been purposefully designed to have a single, independent Board of 

Directors with a majority of non-governmental representatives.  The first seven Board Members 

were appointed in March 2007 by each of the following founder organizations: Government of 

Cameroon, Government of the Central African Republic, Government of the Republic of Congo, 

WCS, WWF, Regenwald Stiftung and the German Development Bank (KfW). It is also planned 

that the French Development Agency (AFD) will be represented on the Board beginning in June 

2008. These ñCategory Aò Board Members also selected three non-governmental Board 

Members (ñCategory Bò) who are from the TNS countries and from the civil society, including 

one from the banking sector.  The Chairman of the Board is one of the ñCategory Aò members 

and was appointed in March 2007 as well.   

 

Fund Operations  

The TNS Foundation is registered as a company limited by guarantee in the United Kingdom, 

where it received charity status in March 2008.  It is also currently seeking recognition in each of 

the three TNS countries, where it will conclude a cooperation or country agreement that will 

define the terms of the collaboration between the Foundation and the Government, and their 

respective rights and obligations.  A cooperation agreement with the Ministry in charge of 

protected areas in Cameroon was concluded in early May 2008, as a first step towards the 

Foundationôs full recognition in the country. Based on the Boardôs decision, the Executive Office 

of the TNS Foundation is currently established in Cameroon.  The Executive Director is 

responsible for implementing the Boardôs decisions and for overseeing daily operations.  The 

TNS Foundation has two sub-committees: an Investment Committee and a Fundraising 

Committee, each composed of three Board Members and one or two external experts. Business 

plans are available for each of the three National Parks and a document presenting the TNS 

Foundationôs financial projections over the next five years was completed in the second half of 

2007. At its June 2008 meeting, the TNS Foundation will endorse its grant manual and review 

drafts of its operations manual, fundraising strategy and investment policy with the objective of 

finalizing all its main management tools by September 2008.   

 

Funding and Fundraising 

 

The TNS Foundation has already received several endowment commitments from both public 

and private sector donors.  Endowment funding is currently secured from KfW (five million 

Euros), AFD (three million Euros) and the Regenwald Stiftung  (about 3.5 million Euros) 

registered in Germany to support tropical forest conservation in Central Africa and capitalized 

through sales of Krombacherôs ñrainforest beer,ò   for a total of about 11.5 million Euros.  The 

current target of the TNS Foundation is to raise an additional amount of 22 million Euros.  It is 
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expected that funding agreements with the first three contributors will be completed by 

September 2008. In addition to its endowment commitment, KfW has also provided 500,000 

Euros as start-up funds to cover the Foundationôs operation over its first two years (pending 

actual return on investment) and to fund the first grants to the TNS beneficiaries. 

 

Investment Management 

The investment manager will be hired through a restricted international call for tenders to be 

completed by early September 2008.  

 

Activities Supported  

The objective of the TNS Foundation is to contribute to the specific priority financial needs to 

manage each of the three TNS parks, both in terms of conservation and in terms of sustainable 

management of natural resources in the peripheral zones. Those needs correspond to both 

recurrent and investment priority costs as defined and approved in the management and business 

plans of the parks. In addition, the Foundation also plans to support a number of well-defined 

trans-border activities linked to coordination, trans-boundary planning and information 

exchange, as well as some joint implementation activities. The Foundation will therefore have 

four funding ñwindowsò: one for each of the three National Parks and one for trans-border 

activities. 

 

Monitoring and Evaluation  

The monitoring and evaluation criteria of the Foundation will be defined during the second half 

of 2008.  

 

Contact Information  

Dr. Timothée Fometé, Executive Director 

C/O WWF-CARPO 

B.P. 6776 

Yaoundé, Cameroun 

Tel: +237 99 93 64 46; +237 22 05 76 82 

e-mail: fondationtns@yahoo.com  

 

Names of Board Members 

Category A:  

- Denis Koulagna Koutou (Cameroon) 

- Maurice Yondo (Central African Republic) 

mailto:fondationtns@yahoo.com
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- Antoinette Nkabi (Congo) 

- Laurent Magloire Somé (WWF ï Chairman) 

- Matthew Hatchwell (WCS) 

- Martin Bostroem (KfW) 

- Uwe Klug (Regenwald Stiftung) 

- Irène Alvarez (AFD as from June 2008) 

Category B: 

- Gervais Bangaoui Batadjomo (Cameroon - Parlementarian and biodiversity expert) 

- Passe Sanand (CAR ï biodiversity) 

- Gilbert Bopounza (Congo ï banker) 
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Madagascar 

Fondation pour les Aires Protégées et la Biodiversité de Madagascar 

(FAPB) 

 
  

Established in 2005, the Madagascar Foundation for Protected Areas and Biodiversity 

supports and fosters biodiversity conservation in Madagascar by financing and 

promoting the effective protection of existing protected areas and the creation of new 

ones.  The creation of the Foundation is a major step towards securing sustainable 

financing for the protected areas system and reducing the dependence upon external 

funding.  Due to its strong institutional base, the Foundation has to date attracted 

significant commitment from the national government as well as multilateral and 

bilateral donors and non-governmental organizations. 

 

Origin of Fund  

In 2000, Madagascar initiated an innovative process to design a long-term sustainable financing 

strategy to secure substantial investments towards Madagascarôs Environmental Action Plan. 

The following year, the Minister of Environment appointed a Trust Fund Steering Committee 

after the Sustainable Financing Commission had identified the creation of a conservation trust 

fund as the most promising sustainable financing tool to support protected area management and 

biodiversity conservation. In January 2005, the Madagascar Foundation for Protected Areas and 

Biodiversity (ñMadagascar Foundationò) was established by the Government of Madagascar 

through a debt-for-nature swap with the Government of Germany, and donations from the World 

Wide Fund for Nature and Conservation International as a public benefit foundation under 

Malagasy law.  The mission of the Foundation is to help support the preservation of biodiversity 

in Madagascar by promoting and financing of the expansion, creation, conservation and 

valorization of protected areas. The Madagascar Foundation plays a key role in the countryôs 

larger sustainable finance agenda.  Madagascar is one of the few countries to have assessed its 

funding needs to support its national protected areas system that varies between three and ten 

million dollars per year.
34

   

 

Board Composition 

The governing bodies of the Foundation include the Board and several committees.  The first 

Board of Directors was appointed by the Foundationôs founders and is currently composed of 

                                                 
34

  Carret, J-C et Ramarolahy Christian. 2006. MAP environnement : coûts et ressources disponibles.  Banque Mondiale. 
Washington DC. 
 Brand. J. 2007.  SAPM et sauvegardes: coûts de création et gaps de financement ς note explicative des estimations. 
Banque Mondiale. Washington DC. 
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eight members (the Foundationôs Statutes call for nine board members) that represent the public 

and private sectors and civil society. These members will serve a term of four years.  Thereafter, 

one-third of the Board of Directors will be replaced every two years under the conditions 

established by the By-laws. The By-laws require that at least three Board members are women 

and that all major regions are represented.  Currently, seven members are Malagasy citizens and 

residents.  The Boardôs Executive Committee includes the President, Vice-President and 

Treasurer.  The special committees oversee investment, financing and prioritization of funding 

allocation.   

Fund Operations  

Establishing the Foundation required the passage of a new foundation law as well as the 

registration of the Foundation as a public benefit foundation, under Statutes submitted by the 

founders. The Foundation By-laws that were subsequently adopted by the Board cover issues not 

stipulated in the Statutes regarding appointment and/or recruitment, roles and responsibilities of 

the Board of Directors, the President of the Board, the Committees and the Executive Director.  

The Executive Director oversees the programs, and operations and administration of the 

Foundation.  

The operations of the Madagascar Foundation are guided by a Strategic Plan approved by the 

Board as well as the Operations Manual defining the rules and detailed procedures of the 

Foundation.  

 

Funding and Fundraising 

The total amount committed so far for the Foundationôs endowment fund surpasses its initial 

goal of $50 million by 2012 with $53 million committed to date by several private and public 

donors including the German, French and Malagasy governments, the World Bank, the 

MacArthur Foundation, Conservation International, WWF and an individual donor. While $37.5 

million have been secured, an additional $7.5 million are in the process of being secured through 

an agreement with the German government.  There are also negotiations underway with the 

Global Environment Facility to contribute nine million dollars to the endowment fund.  Protected 

areas are a priority in the Madagascar Action Plan (MAP)
35

, with the President of Madagascar 

announcing that eight percent of new debt relief will be allocated to protected areas through the 

Madagascar Foundation. The French and Malagasy governments recently finalized negotiation 

of another debt-for-nature swap agreement ï the largest to date in Madagascar and totaling over 

$20 million ï that will be invested into an endowment fund managed by the Foundation. 

Furthermore, the Foundation manages a sinking fund of $1.28 million (of which $0.54 million 
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have been disbursed to date) and debt-for-nature swap funding of $13.17 million to be paid over 

24 years.   

The Foundation was registered as a 501 (c) 4 organization in the United States in July 2007 that 

allows it to claim tax-exemption on investment revenues.  The Foundation is further tax exempt 

in Madagascar where Malagasy residents can receive tax deductions on donations.   

 

Investment Management 

The Foundation has adopted a conservative investment approach and hedges fluctuation and risk 

by investing in the international as well as domestic markets. The Executive Director is expected 

to keep abreast of market developments and maintain constant dialogue with the investment 

managers.  JP Morgan Chase was selected by the Board and began managing the Foundationôs 

investments in the beginning of 2007 based on recommendations from the Foundationôs 

Investment Committee.  The Foundation holds annual meetings with its investment managers to 

review the portfolio and global trends, opportunities and risks.  Prior to JP Morgan Chaseôs 

involvement, the funds (about one million dollars) were solely invested in Madagascar and 

provided a rate of return of 12.4 percent in 2006.  The rate of return the following year (2007) 

was 8.5 with 90 percent of the capital placed in the international market place and ten percent 

invested in Madagascar. 

The revenues generated through the investments are used to support conservation activities 

established and disbursed according the Foundationôs financing priorities.  Some funding is 

reserved for unexpected and urgent needs of less prioritized protected areas and the sinking fund 

is designated to solely cover operational costs.  It is projected that with capital of some $50 

million, the Foundation will generate about three million dollars yearly from interest earnings 

that will be used to fund protected areas.  

 

Activities Supported  

The Foundation was established to finance, with certain exceptions, protected areas that are of a 

permanent status, and that have been in existence for more than three years.  A prioritization 

policy defining allocation criteria is expected to be finalized in 2008. 

To accomplish this mission, the Foundation provides financial support towards the following 

activities: 

a. Conservation and sustainable management of protected areas; 

b. Research on biodiversity and ecological monitoring of protected areas; 

c. Promotion of ecotourism in protected areas; and 




