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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Cardamom Mountains Ecoregional Landscape, located in southwest Cambodia, contains one 
of the largest continuous and relatively intact rainforests in mainland Southeast Asia. This critically 
important habitat is a particularly important responsibility for the government of Cambodia and the 
international conservation community. Covering almost this entire ecoregional landscape of 
approximately 1 million hectares, the Cardamom Mountains Protected Area Network is composed 
of the Phnom Samkos Wildlife Sanctuary (PSWS), the Phnom Aural Wildlife Sanctuary (PAWS), 
and the Central Cardamoms Protected Forest (CCPF). Over the past decade these protected areas 
have been, to varying degrees, the focus of conservation efforts led by Conservation International 
(CI), Fauna and Flora International (FFI) and their partners within the Royal Cambodian 
Government.  
 
Table i. Summary of the Cardamom Mountains Protected Area Network 

Phnom Samkos 
Wildlife Sanctuary

Phnom Aural
Wildlife Sanctuary

Central Cardamom 
Protected Forest

Legal Status Protected Area Protected Area Protected Forest 

Governing Agencies Department of Nature 
Conservation and 
Protection (DNCP), 
Ministry of Environment 
(MoE) 

Department of Nature 
Conservation and 
Protection (DNCP), 
Ministry of Environment 
(MoE) 

Wildlife Protection Office of 
the Forestry Administration 
(FA), Ministry of 
Agriculture, Forestry and 
Fisheries (MAFF) 

Size (hectares) 333,800 253,600 401,313 

 
This plan advocates an effective protected area (PA) network management approach, highlighting 
specific requirements and costs for effective implementation, and options for establishing a 
Conservation Trust Fund (CTF) to coordinate and focus funds as part of a long term financing 
strategy. In doing so the plan looks at the current (status quo) individual management and cost 
structures for the three PAs as a way to baseline the important parameters and then proceeds to 
propose an integrated PA network approach. While meaningful integration and collaboration 
between partners (most specifically between ministries in the Cambodian government) may prove 
difficult, the approach could result in significant cost reductions and optimization across the 
network. When managed as an ecologically well-connected network of PAs, partners in Cambodia 
will take advantage of economies of scale to more efficiently manage and finance the required 
conservation efforts.   
 
To initiate the development of this plan, an extensive initial assessment was completed to gather the 
information necessary to complete a thorough network management and cost analysis1. In addition 
to understanding the current status and situation of the three individual PAs, group discussions were 
held around the network approach to future conservation efforts in these areas. Detailed findings 
and analysis based on these efforts can be found in the companion report to this plan: the 
Cardamom Mountain PA Network Analysis Report.2  

                                                      
1 This Initial Assessment phase was supported by the ADM Capital Foundation. 
2 For a copy of this report please contact Starling Resources or ADM Capital Foundation.  

Background 
& Initial 

Assessment 
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In order for the network of PAs to be effective in achieving conservation goals, it is important to 
establish the appropriate focus for management efforts and funding - defining and agreeing to the 
specific and measurable objectives and requirements across the network. The following network-
level objectives were discussed and agreed upon by the CI and FFI teams. 
 
Table ii. Network-level Objectives 

Proposed Network Objectives
• Protect primary forest/habitat and threatened species
• Maintain ecosystems services (hydrological, food systems, carbon, etc.)

• Build National and global stakeholder (government, private sector,  etc.) appreciation and recognition of value of these resources 
• Build capacity of government and communities to manage the areas 
• Optimize community sustainable livelihoods 

• Maintain cultural and spiritual values

 
 
Similarly, each PA requires a number of key ‘functions’ necessary to collectively achieve the 
objectives and more specific functional goals.  Network-level functions discussed and agreed to by 
the CI and FFI teams are provided below. 
 
Table iii. Network-level Functions 

Policy and Planning

Zoning and Enforcement

Research and Monitoring

Community Engagement and Livelihoods

Information, Education  &Communication (IEC)

Tourism

Finance & Administration 

p

 
 
With the objectives and functions determined, and the current functional status, threat levels and 
unique characteristics understood, it was possible to begin developing meaningful cost models 
against the associated activities and cost elements for each. The cost modeling process enabled the 
creation of several scenarios for the management of the PAs - considering different ways to proceed 
with the management and financing plans for the PA network – as outlined in the table below. 
 
Table iv. PA Network Management Scenarios 

Scenario Definition 

1. Status Quo Represents existing and future activities based on current work plans and 
management plans. 

2. Basic Minimum Represents the minimum level of personnel, assets, and activities to ensure that 
ecological resources are stabilized and minimal levels of PA objectives are met. 

3.Network Minimum Represents the minimum level of personnel, assets, and activities to ensure 
ecological resources are stabilized and minimal levels of PA objectives are met. 
Considers ways to reduce costs, including through network-level synergies.  
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The Status Quo Scenario represents the existing activities of the partners in each of the three PAs. 
This scenario considers future plans and cost projections based on the same level of intensity and 
focus as is in place now.  It does not assume changes to the activities or intensity of this current 
scenario over the next ten years. The ten year Status Quo cost for the three PAs is equal to $12.2 
million, or approximately $1.2 million per year on average.  This includes average annual costs of 
$740,000 for the CCPF, $426,000 for the PSWS, and $58,000 for the PAWS3. Almost all of the 
current financing for the three PAs comes from donor funding.  
 
Table v. Status Quo Scenario Funding Required (2009 – 2018) 

 Status Quo 

Total Costs $12,221,000 
Funding $765,000 
Government Contributions $469,000 

NET FUNDING REQUIRED $10,987,000 
  

The current secured donor funding for 2009 is equal to $765,000. Total government financial 
support for the PAs is less than $50,000 per year and comes entirely in the form of salaries for 
rangers.  No other financial support from the Cambodian government has been noted. 
 
 
The Basic Minimum Scenario represents a minimum level of intensity (including the appropriate 
personnel, assets, and activities) as defined by CI and FFI teams necessary to ensure that ecological 
resources are stabilized and basic levels of PA objectives are met. The inputs to develop this 
scenario were gathered through group discussions with CI and FFI.  It is also important to note that 
this scenario does not consider network-level synergies, but simply projects activities and costs for 
each protected area as separately managed and implemented areas. 

 
Table vi. Basic Minimum Scenario Funding Required (2009 – 2018) 

 Basic Minimum 

Total Costs $20,578,000 
Funding $765,000 
Government Contributions $1,319,,000 

NET FUNDING REQUIRED $18,494,000 
  

The total ten year Basic Minimum cost is equal to $20.6 million, or, on average, $2.0 million per 
year.  This includes average per year costs of $748,000 in the CCPF, $732,000 in PSWS, and 
$577,000 in PAWS.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
3 Current conservation efforts in PAWS are extremely limited. FFI largely discontinued its support of the area in April 2007 due to 
security concerns and a lack of funding. The government maintains a presence in the area by employing a number of rangers, but 
the resulting protection is minimal. 

Status Quo  
Scenario 

Basic 
Minimum 
Scenario 
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One of the most effective ways to reduce management costs without also cutting critical activities is 
to manage a number of PAs that share common activities and objectives as an operational network. 
Most tangibly, a network management strategy allows a group of PAs to share human capital and 
capital assets, and jointly engage in training and financial and administrative tasks.  Ideally, it would 
also facilitate an exchange of ideas on how to best manage the functions of zoning and enforcement, 
research and monitoring, and community engagement. 
 
The Network (or Network Minimum) Scenario is based on the Basic Minimum Scenario approach, 
but represents and reflects a refocusing to create a network approach to achieving the PA objectives 
- using a more optimal level of personnel, assets, and activities.4  
 
The total ten year Network Scenario cost is equal to $14.9 million, or, on average, $1.5 million per 
year. This is close to a 25% reduction in cost when compared to the Basic Minimum Scenario (a 
savings of approximately $500,000 per year).  Network costs include average per year costs of 
$488,000 in the CCPF, $460,000 in PSWS, $330,000 in PAWS, and $217,000 of shared costs at the 
network level. Projecting out ten years shows a total net funding requirement of $12.9 million. 

 
Table vii. Network Scenario Funding Required (2009 – 2018) 

 Network 

Total Costs $14,950,000 
Funding $765,000 
Government Contributions $1,319,000 

NET FUNDING REQUIRED $12,865,000 
  

 
The current funding support from donors in 2009 is $765,000, although beyond 2009 it is currently 
assumed to be zero for the purposes of this cost and revenue analysis as no new funds have yet been 
secured5. The Network Scenario also assumes that the government will triples the level of support in 
the form of additional ranger salaries, bringing their yearly contribution to $110,000 (or more than 
$1.1 million for ten years considering annual raises).  
 
Projecting out ten years shows a total net funding requirement - or a ‘funding gap’ - of $12.9 
million (see graph below). As in all PA strategic financial planning, it is necessary to focus on the 
potential mechanisms that can be utilized to fill the net funding requirement. These should include:  

• Government contributions 
• Payments for Ecosystem Services (e.g., tourism fees, REDD) 
• Donors / Aid (e.g., International governments and NGOs, multilateral banks) 
• Conservation Trust Fund revenue (and possibly principal) 
 
In the case of the Cardamom Mountains PA network, government funding and donor funding levels 
are as noted above.  Increasing these will be an important part of the future financing strategy.  

                                                      
4 The Network Scenario should not be confused with “optimal”. The intention was not to project what would be required to 
optimally accomplish all conservation and community objectives in the near term but instead was meant to convey how a basic 
minimum level of effort could be made more effective through a network approach.  While recognizing the management challenges 
inherent in taking this approach, we focus on the increased benefits and reduced costs that can be realized by doing so. 
5 FFI has two large grant requests outstanding, one for 630,000 Euros and one for 230,000 Euros, both to cover certain activities and 
costs over three years. CI is currently working on a significant grant proposal to KFW, and is likely to secure additional 
programmatic donor funds in the next few years. 

Network 
Financing 
Strategy  

Network 
Scenario - an 

Effective 
Approach 
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Another obvious means for securing finance is to develop effective payment for ecosystem services 
(PES) mechanisms.  In the Cardamoms this could include carbon payments for future REDD 
projects, fees from hydro-electric power operators in the landscape, and tourism fees, payments or 
taxes.  Each of these are referenced briefly in this plan, however it is assumed that it will be some 
time before revenues to the network are realized from any of these options.  In the meantime, a gap 
of over $1 million dollars per year remains to effectively fund the Network Scenario efforts. 
 
Graph i. Network Scenario Cash Sources and Net Funding Required (2009-2018) 
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Several donors have allowed for the conservation efforts in the Cardamom Mountain PA Network 
to date, and some of these are considering investing in a Conservation Trust Fund (CTF) that would 
provide stable funding for conservation efforts into the future - strategically aggregating existing 
funders, galvanizing new funding sources, and ensuring long-term funding capacity. This plan 
focused on determining the proper scale, design and set-up of such a CTF for the Cardamoms. 
 
There currently exist potential investments into such a fund on the order of $9.5 million.  If these 
can be secured, this plan proposes that a CTF be established with 60% of these funds allocated to an 
endowment and 40% allocated to a sinking fund. (This assumes that part of the initial capital 
committed to the CTF can be used as sinking funds versus as strict endowment capital.) 
 
This combination of an endowment fund and a sinking fund will provide sufficient funding to fulfill 
the net funding requirements for the next five years, after which the sinking fund will be fully 
depleted (see Table viii).  It is expected that by then additional capital will be raised to sufficiently 
endow the CTF which, in combination with appropriate increases in government support and PES 
income, the Cardamom PA network will be fully funded. In addition to the endowment and sinking 
fund structures, the CTF will also have a separate account to allow potential donors the option of 
channeling one-time or project specific funding through the CTF. 
 
In terms of CTF set-up, there is currently neither sufficient legal or financial basis to establish a 
conservation trust in Cambodia. Existing laws do not support the establishment, custody, or 
maintenance of a Trust, the legal framework does not exist to help safeguard and effectively 
manage the trust assets, and the current law on NGOs is still relatively new and untested.  
 
 

Conservation 
Trust Fund  
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Table viii. CTF Cash Flow Overview ($9.5 million capital investment, 60% Endowment and 40% Sinking) 
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Beginning Balances
Endowment $5,700,000 $5,765,400 $5,830,739 $5,895,978 $5,961,076 $6,025,991 $6,090,678 $6,155,091 $6,219,182 $6,282,900
Sinking $3,800,000 $3,646,877 $3,105,138 $2,466,900 $1,547,312 $608,156 $0 $0 $0 $0

Revenue
Endowment $456,000 $461,232 $466,459 $471,678 $476,886 $482,079 $487,254 $492,407 $497,535 $502,632
Sinking $304,000 $291,750 $248,411 $197,352 $123,785 $48,652 $0 $0 $0 $0

Expenses
Financial Management Cost $45,600 $46,123 $46,646 $47,168 $47,689 $48,208 $48,725 $49,241 $49,753 $50,263
Fund Management Body Expenses $60,000 $61,500 $63,038 $64,613 $66,229 $67,884 $69,582 $71,321 $73,104 $74,932

Available Fund for Grants 
Endowment $350,400 $353,609 $356,776 $359,897 $362,969 $365,987 $368,947 $371,845 $374,677 $377,437
Sinking $4,104,000 $3,938,628 $3,353,549 $2,664,252 $1,671,097 $656,809 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total Grants made
Endowment $285,000 $288,270 $291,537 $294,799 $298,054 $301,300 $304,534 $307,755 $310,959 $314,145

Implied % disbursement 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
Sinking $457,123 $833,489 $886,649 $1,116,940 $1,062,941 $656,809 $0 $0 $0 $0

Net Funding Required $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $580,673 $873,881 $961,171 $1,268,946 $1,170,509

Net Funding Required $4,855,180
Net Funding Required (NPV) $2,572,076  
* This assumes that the CTF expenses are covered by the endowment portion of the fund.  
 
It is possible to establish a legal CTF outside of Cambodia on behalf of the Cardamom Mountain 
PA network. Specifically, this plan recommends that a CTF should be established as a registered 
charitable organization in a jurisdiction with more favorable financial and legal conditions (either 
the United States or the United Kingdom). Once a jurisdiction for incorporation is determined it 
makes no difference where the asset manager is located since neither country imposes any taxes on 
the interest and profits that a registered charitable organization earns each year on its investments. 
 
In terms of receiving and distributing funds, the CTF should utilize a phased approach: 
 
• First utilizing the newly created 501(c)(3), or equivalent organization, to distribute funds 

through the existing partners in Cambodia, 

• Once a formal protected area network authority/implementing entity can be defined and 
established the 501(c)(3) would work with a new in-country organization acting as the principal 
implementer. This new organization, as the Cardamom PA network authority, would become 
the lead in-country organization that disburses CTF funds.  This creates in-country capacity to 
disburse funding and manage grant-making. The in-country Cambodian organization could be 
established as a new international NGO or a national-level authority. 
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 1. A CARDAMOM MOUNTAINS PROTECTED AREA NETWORK  

Sections Summary 

• The Cardamom 
Mountains – 
Background 

• A Focus on 
Protected Area 
Networks 

• The Cardamom Mountains Protected Area Network, as defined for the purposes of this 
plan, is composed of the Phnom Samkos Wildlife Sanctuary (PSWS), the Phnom Aural 
Wildlife Sanctuary (PAWS), and the Central Cardamoms Protected Forest (CCPF). 

 PSWS PAWS CCPF 

Legal Status Protected Area Protected Area Protected Forest 

Governing Agencies Department of Nature 
Conservation and Protection 
(DNCP), Ministry of 
Environment (MoE) 

Department of Nature 
Conservation and Protection 
(DNCP), Ministry of 
Environment (MoE) 

Wildlife Protection Office of the 
Forestry Administration (FA), 
Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry 
and Fisheries (MAFF) 

Size (hectares) 333,800  253,600  401,313 

Population  13,295 15,867 Approx. 2,000 
Villages 45 56 8 communes 

Total Species ( % 
Threatened)    

341 (9%) 288 (14%) 433 (7%) 

  
• CI, FFI, and the Royal Government of Cambodia support long-term, sustainable 

management plans for each of the three protected areas (PAs). 
• As a network these three ecologically-related PAs have the potential to achieve 

economies of scale in both their management and financing structures. Networks reduce 
the need for site-specific resources, people, and activities and, in addition to cost 
savings, can realize non-monetary benefits- such as greater collaboration.  
 

The Cardamom Mountains – Background 
 

The Cardamom Mountains Ecoregional Landscape, 
located in southwest Cambodia, represents one of the 
largest continuous and relatively intact rainforests in 
mainland Southeast Asia.6  Within this landscape are the 
Phnom Samkos Wildlife Sanctuary (PSWS), the Phnom 
Aural Wildlife Sanctuary (PAWS), and the Central 
Cardamoms Protected Forest (CCPF).7 These three 
protected areas span nearly one million hectares and are 
home to several endangered and rare species such as the 
Clouded Leopard, Siamese Crocodile, Asiatic Black Bear, 
and the Asian Arowana, as well as nationally important 
watersheds and forest resources.  

 
                                                      
6 Shields, D., Hobley, M., Boscolo, M., Miller, F., Monan, J. and Turton. 2004. Cambodia Independent Forest Sector Review. - 
GTZ, JICA, DFID, DANIDA, World Bank, Phnom Penh. 119 pp. 
7 Going forward, these areas are all referred to as Protected Areas (PAs). 

 Figure 1. Location of the Cardamom Mountain 
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The first two areas, PSWS and PAWS, consist of lowland dry dipterocarp forest, lowland dry evergreen 
forest, gallery forest (along rivers), bamboo forest, lower and upper hill evergreen forest, extensive pine 
forest, and some marshes and grassland. The CCPF connects these two sanctuaries and contains large 
areas of three of the most threatened ecosystems in the region: lowland evergreen forest, riparian forests, 
and wetlands. 
 
Over much of the past decade, Conservation International (CI) and Fauna and Flora International (FFI) 
have worked directly with the Royal Government of Cambodia (RGC) to effectively manage the three 
areas by minimizing existing and future threats, maximizing the protection of the ecological aspects, and 
improving and enhancing the well being of the more than 30,000 people that live in the region. 
Conservation International, collaborating with the Cambodia Forestry Administration8 (FA), and FFI, 
collaborating with the Ministry of Environment (MoE), engage in a number of activities and programs 
organized around seven primary functions (see Table 1) to achieve the PA objectives as defined by their 
management plans. 

 
Fauna and Flora International and CI’s primary 
focus, in addition to providing ongoing support 
to local enforcement activities, has been to 
establish functioning management and financial 
plans and related activities, producing a good 
deal of progress and commitment towards the 
effective management of these areas. In 2005, 
boundaries for both PSWS and PAWS 
sanctuaries were surveyed, mapped at 1:100,000  
scale and officially recognized in 2005.  

 
In December 2006, after intensive work with all stakeholders, FFI and MoE completed five year 
management plans (2007-2011) for both PSWS and PAWS.  These were based on the BPAMP model 
template and include the essential “functional” components necessary in any well designed protected area 
management plan.  While there appears to be a high degree of confidence in the social consensus and 
technical competence of the plan, it is worth noting that there are relatively new concerns that economic 
development (mining, hydropower) investments and infrastructure will now be allowed to proceed within 
the bounds of each protected area.  Conservation International and their FA counterparts finalized the 
management plan for the CCPF in October 2008.  
 
A detailed profile and review of the unique characteristics of the three PAs is included in Table 2. In 
addition, a companion report to this plan, Cardamom Mountain PA Network Analysis Report10, 
(“Companion Report”) provides much more detail on the history and policies supporting the sanctuaries 
and protected areas and an overview of a comprehensive initial assessment used to outline current and 
future management requirements and scenarios, as well as detailed cost projections for each. 

                                                      
8 Part of the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, and Fisheries (MAFF). 
9 Definitions of the proposed PA Functions are provided in Appendix 2.  
10 This Analysis Companion Report was completed by Starling Resources and was funded by the ADM Capital Foundation. 

Table 1. Proposed PA Functions9 
• Policy & Planning 
• Zoning & Enforcement 
• Research & Monitoring 
• Community Engagement & Livelihoods 
• Information, Education & Communication (IEC) 
• Tourism 
• Finance & Administration  
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Table 2. Overview of PSWS, PAWS, and CCPF11 
 

 PSWS PAWS CCPF 

Legal Status Protected Area Protected Area Protected Forest 

Governing Agencies Department of Nature 
Conservation and Protection 
(DNCP), Ministry of 
Environment (MoE) 

Department of Nature 
Conservation and Protection 
(DNCP), Ministry of 
Environment (MoE) 

Wildlife Protection Office of the 
Forestry Administration (FA), 
Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry 
and Fisheries (MAFF) 

Size (hectares) 333,800  253,600  401,313 

Population  13,295 15,867 Approx. 2,000 
Villages 45 56 8 communes 

Total Species ( % 
Threatened)    

341 (9%) 288 (14%) 433 (7%) 

Mammals 41 (50%) 57 (35%) 66 (26%) 
Birds 173 (4%) 93 (10%) 174 (7%) 
Reptiles 41 (10%) 62 (15%) 74 (5%) 
Amphibians 44 33  32 
Fish 42 43  44 

Primary Stakeholders and  • FFI (moderate) • FFI (moderate) • CI (high) 
PA/Conservation Policy • MoE (high) • MoE (high) • FA (high) 
Influence • Provincial & District 

Authority 
• Provincial & District 

Authority 
• Provincial & District 

Authority (low) 
 • Communities (low) • Communities (low) • Communities (moderate) 
 • Businesses (moderate) • Businesses (moderate) • Military Police (low) 
 • Council of Ministers (high) • Council of Ministers 

(high) 
 

Overall threat level Moderate to High Moderate to High Low 
Population pressure Low to High Low to High Low 
Development pressure Low Low to High Low 
Logging High High Low 
Mining High Moderate Low 
Hydroelectric dams High Low Moderate 
Hunting and trade High High Low to Moderate 
Pollution Moderate Low Low 
Land grabbing High High Low to Moderate 

Other Challenges • Stakeholder Cooperation • Stakeholder Cooperation • Stakeholder Cooperation 
 • Military presence 

• Upholding PA laws 
• Military presence 
• Upholding PA laws 

• Upholding FA laws 

 • Funding • Funding  
 • MoE capacity/ motivation • MoE capacity/ motivation  

 

                                                      
11 Information gathered during assessment meetings with CI and FFI in March 2008. 
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A Focus on Protected Area Networks 
 
Over the last decade there has been a growing international consensus among conservation professionals, 
national governments, and other stakeholders that Protected Areas (PAs), if designed properly, represent 
the best vehicle for achieving conservation objectives across landscapes and ecosystems, such as 
preserving biodiversity and habitats, facilitating resource management, and supporting local sustainable 
livelihoods.  
 
The most effective way to reduce PA management costs without also cutting critical PA activities is to 
manage a number of protected areas that share common activities and objectives as a network. Most 
tangibly, a network management strategy allows a group of PAs to share human capital and capital assets, 
and jointly engage in training and financial and administrative tasks.  Ideally, it would also facilitate an 
exchange of ideas on how to best manage the functions of zoning and enforcement, research and 
monitoring, and community engagement. Establishing networks of protected areas can reduce overall 
requirements for site-specific financial and human resources, and optimize activities which can improve 
conservation and related impacts and amount to significant cost savings 
 
At this point in time, the two Sanctuaries and the CCPF currently operate more-or-less independently. 
The two Sanctuaries employ contractors and government personnel to engage in various functional 
components, and the CCPF does the same. For instance, there is currently no formal coordination between 
the three PAs at the highest levels where coordination could result in significant improvements to 
operational effectiveness or costs.  Each PA currently completes various activities and training sessions 
individually, and each has a separate data collection and monitoring process in place. They each have 
their own, redundant administrative and management structures, and generally deal with both threats and 
opportunities beginning and ending at their respective borders.   
 

A Conservation Trust Fund Business Plan 
 
Conservation International and FFI, and their partners at FA and MOE, along with funders at Agence 
Française de Développement (AFD), the Global Conservation Fund, and ADM Capital Foundation, are 
determined to develop a long term, effective, and functional protected area network – the Cardamom 
Mountain Protected Area Network – in Cambodia. (For the purposes of this plan three PAs listed above – 
PSWS, PAWS, and CCPF - constitute the Cardamom Mountains PA Network.12) 
 
This plan highlights the current status quo management and cost structure as a way to baseline these 
parameters and then proceeds to propose a much more integrated approach to managing and financing 
these three areas. Specifically, it proposes a network approach instead of an individual approach. Such an 
approach is being proposed because as ecologically-related areas facing assorted threats, the CCPF and 
the two sanctuaries require similar administrative and operational oversight. Currently conservation 
                                                      
12 Note: The greater Cardamom Mountains area also includes the Southern Cardamom Protected Forest (administered by FA with 
support from Wild Aid) and the Samlaut Multiple Use Area (supported by the MJP Foundation). While these are important 
ecologically and geographically, and should be considered for future inclusion in a Cardamom Mountain landscape strategy and 
fund, they are not included in the focus of the current Network strategy. 



Cardamom Mountains Protected Area Network · Conservation Trust Fund Business Plan 
 

 
October 2008  15 | P a g e  
 

practitioners incur extra cost employing overlapping management structures.   When managed as an 
ecologically well-connected network of PAs, conservation practitioners can take advantage of economies 
of scale to more efficiently manage and finance conservation efforts. Networks reduce the need for site-
specific resources, people, and activities and can amount to significant cost savings in addition to non-
monetary benefits such as greater inter-organizational collaboration. An integrated PA network (Network) 
scenario was developed that takes into account potential synergies as well as recognition of existing 
needs, especially around enforcement personnel and capital assets. This approach results in significant 
and meaningful cost reductions and optimization across the network. 
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 2. STATUS QUO MANAGEMENT SCENARIO  

Sections Summary 

• Current Costs 
• Key Cost Drivers 
• Current Financing 

• The current (Status Quo) represents the existing activities of CI, FFI and their partners 
based on current work plans and management plans.  The ten-year Status Quo cost for 
the three PAs is equal to $12.2 million, or approximately $1.2 million per year on 
average.  This includes average annual costs of $740,000 (CCPF), $426,000 (PSWS), 
and $58,000 (PAWS). 

• In the first five years, nearly 70% or approximately $800,000, of total costs is due to 
personnel and contractual services.   

• Almost all of the current financing for the three PAs comes from donor funding. The 
current secured donor funding for 2009 is equal to $765,000. 

• CI and FFI employ different strategies for enforcement and community engagement 
which lead to varying costs across the three PAs.  

 
 

The current ‘Status Quo’ represents the existing 
activities of CI, FFI and their partners based on 
current work plans and management plans and was 
constructed with inputs provided directly from CI and 
FFI.  This scenario also considers future plans and 
cost projections based on the same level of intensity 
and focus as is in place now.  It does not assume 
changes to the activities or intensity of this current 
scenario over the next 10 years 

Current (status quo) Costs  
Achieving PA objectives requires a constant stream 
of financing to cover the necessary costs, ranging 
from personnel salaries to capital asset purchases. 
Understanding these current costs (and their 
underlying drivers and assumptions) is essential 
when designing an effective and meaningful 
management plan and financing strategy. The current 
(Status Quo) ten-year costs for the Cardamom 
Protected Area Network is equal to $12.2 million, or 
approximately $1.2 million per year on average.  This 
includes average annual costs of $740,000 (CCPF), 
$426,000 (PSWS), and $58,000 (PAWS). These costs 
are presented in detail the following two charts.  

Prior to designing this business plan Starling
Resources completed an extensive initial assessment to
gather the information necessary to complete a
thorough Cardamom protected area network
management and cost analysis. In addition to
understanding the current status and situation of the
three individual PAs, Starling facilitated group
discussions around the network approach to future
conservation and management efforts in these areas.
This included defining and agreeing to consistent
objectives and functions across the areas, discussing
the existing status of each area and current and
potential threats, and developing scenario definitions
and criteria – as well as a financial model that
forecasts the costs - for three scenarios:  

1) Status Quo,                                                             
2) Basic Minimum, and                                              
3) Network Minimum (Network). 

A full companion report detailing the findings and
analysis based on these efforts can be found in the
companion report to this Business Plan, the
Cardamom Mountain PA Network Analysis
Report. For a summary of this report see Appendix 1
of this plan.  (For a copy of the full Analysis Report
please contact Starling Resources or the ADM Capital
Foundation). 
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Chart 1. Total Budget Category Costs in Dollar Amounts and Percentage Terms (Status Quo) 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
COST 1,198,703   1,196,754   1,258,220   1,512,061   1,444,142   978,462   964,072   1,049,146   1,377,625   1,241,684   
Personnel 308,094      320,418      333,234      346,564      360,426      374,843   389,837   405,431      421,648      438,514      
Contractual Services 498,542      503,123      523,248      544,178      565,945      -              -              -                  -                  -                  
Travel 34,088        37,156        40,500        44,145        48,118        52,449     57,169     62,315        67,923        74,036        
Supplies & Materials 73,020        79,592        86,756        94,564        103,074      112,351   122,463   133,484      145,498      158,593      
Fuels 48,640        53,018        57,789        62,990        68,659        74,839     81,574     88,916        96,918        105,641      
Occupancy 53,276        58,071        63,297        68,994        75,203        81,972     89,349     97,391        106,156      115,710      
Capital Assets 60,557        11,601        7,581          191,688      49,473        93,174     17,850     37,256        294,936      82,636        
Assets Maintenance 37,242        40,594        44,248        48,230        52,571        57,302     62,459     68,081        74,208        80,887        
Miscellaneous 85,244        93,181        101,567      110,708      120,672      131,532   143,370   156,273      170,338      185,668      

CONTRIBUTION 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Personnel 26% 27% 26% 23% 25% 38% 40% 39% 31% 35%
Contractual Services 42% 42% 42% 36% 39% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Travel 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 5% 6% 6% 5% 6%
Supplies & Materials 6% 7% 7% 6% 7% 11% 13% 13% 11% 13%
Fuels 4% 4% 5% 4% 5% 8% 8% 8% 7% 9%
Occupancy 4% 5% 5% 5% 5% 8% 9% 9% 8% 9%
Capital Assets 5% 1% 1% 13% 3% 10% 2% 4% 21% 7%
Assets Maintenance 3% 3% 4% 3% 4% 6% 6% 6% 5% 7%
Miscellaneous 7% 8% 8% 7% 8% 13% 15% 15% 12% 15%  

 
 
Chart 2. Total Functional Costs in Dollar Amounts and Percentage Terms (Status Quo) 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
1,198,703   1,196,754   1,258,220   1,512,061   1,444,142   978,462   964,072   1,049,146   1,377,625   1,241,684   

1 Policy and Planning 85,164        88,749        93,968        107,171      104,081      29,996     31,471     35,298        51,241        41,941        
2 Zoning and Enforcement 562,499      582,069      608,529      759,326      713,037      556,039   573,772   623,365      820,245      740,638      
3 Research and Monitoring 121,760      119,044      121,081      135,647      134,565      52,565     62,182     61,757        77,856        71,282        
4 Comm. Engagement and Livelihoods 288,561      262,913      281,932      325,312      323,248      286,270   240,878   264,875      323,533      313,604      
5 IEC 37,360        38,094        40,830        51,409        45,546        16,259     16,541     20,347        33,595        23,080        
6 Tourism 7,523          6,050          6,400          14,072        7,173          3,044       3,318       3,617          15,171        4,297          
7 Finance and Administration 84,468        88,010        93,182        106,334      103,190      32,024     33,556     37,439        53,439        44,195        
8 Other 11,370        11,825        12,298        12,790        13,301        2,263       2,353       2,448          2,546          2,647          

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
1 Policy and Planning 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 3% 3% 3% 4% 3%
2 Zoning and Enforcement 47% 49% 48% 50% 49% 57% 60% 59% 60% 60%
3 Research and Monitoring 10% 10% 10% 9% 9% 5% 6% 6% 6% 6%
4 Comm. Engagement and Livelihoods 24% 22% 22% 22% 22% 29% 25% 25% 23% 25%
5 IEC 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
6 Tourism 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%
7 Finance and Administration 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4%
8 Other 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

 
 
These Status Quo costs represent existing and future activities based on work plans and management 
plans, and were constructed with inputs provided directly from CI and FFI. The following important 
assumptions were made to calculate and project these costs. 
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Table 3. Assumptions 
 

Assumption  Value Explanation  

Inflation rate 9.00% An inflation rate of 9.0% is assumed based on the current International 
Monetary Fund (IMF) estimate for 2008.  

Yearly Salary Raise 4.00% A yearly salary raise, equal to the amount that personnel and contractual salaries 
will be raised each year, is based on current CI and FFI policies. This is in-line 
with the ten year inflation average, based on IMF data, of 3.72%.   

Contractors - The cost model assumes that CI and FFI are contractors for the Cardamoms. In 
other words, CI and FFI are not permanent members of the Cardamoms effort in 
the same way that FA and MOE staff are13. Conservation International and FFI 
currently provide technical assistance to FA and Moe, respectively, across each 
of the functional components. Within the next five years or so, CI and FFI are 
aiming to hand over full responsibility to FA and MoE. For the purpose of the 
model, it is assumed that CI and FFI are engaged in the Cardamoms through 
2013, after which government staff that have been properly trained by CI and 
FFI will assume these responsibilities. Given the complexity of the ultimate 
decision of CI and FFI to remain engaged beyond 2013, it will be necessary to 
revisit this assumption and update the model in the years ahead, as necessary.  

Key Cost Drivers 
 
A brief review of the key cost drivers shows that: 
 

• CCPF and PSWS represent the significant costs under Status Quo.  Current conservation efforts 
in PAWS are extremely limited. FFI largely discontinued its support of the area in April 2007 due 
to safety concerns and a lack of funding. MoE maintains a presence in the area by employing a 
number of rangers, but the resulting protection is minimal. A summary of relative costs per 
protected area is provided in Chart 6 below. 

• In the first five years, nearly 70% or approximately $800,000, of total costs are due to personnel 
and contractual services.  In year six, the total costs drop more than $500,000 to account for CI 
and FFI ceasing direct management and technical support.  The cost increase beyond 2014 is 
entirely due to inflation, the yearly salary increase, and capital asset replacement.   

• CCPF spends the greatest amount on zoning and enforcement personnel, averaging $267,000 per 
year ($.67/hectare/year) over the projection period, versus $63,000 ($.19/hectare/year) in PSWS 
and $17,000 ($.07 hectare/year) in PAWS. These costs are almost entirely from employing 
rangers and military police to protect the areas, and are despite generally lower levels of threats in 
the CCPF relative to the two other areas.  

• The Community Engagement and Livelihoods Function accounts for approximately 25% of the 
yearly costs across the three areas. More specifically, the CCPF spends an average of $275,000 a 
year on Community Engagement and Livelihoods compared to $110,000 a year in PSWS and 

                                                      
13 CI and FFI have both stated intentions to design a protected area network management program and develop the capacity of 
their government counterparts such that they may exit from day-to-day management and technical support.  A common target 
mentioned for such an exit is in 5 years time. 
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$7,000 a year in PAWS. The main cost driver in CCPF is the use of conservation incentive 
agreements, while the main cost driver in PSWS is the use of Community Protected Areas 
(CPAs). 
 

Table 4. Costs per protected area (Status Quo) 
 

 2009 % Per ha 10-year % Per ha (avg) 

Network-level  $                 -    0.0 -  $                    -   0.0 - 
CCPF  $      700,079  58.4 $1.74  $     7,372,823  60.3 $1.84 
PSWS  $      457,480  38.2 $1.37  $     4,263,436  34.9 $1.28 
PAWS  $        41,145  3.4 $0.16  $        584,608  4.8 $0.23 
Total  $  1,198,704  100.0 $1.21  $  12,220,867  100.0 $1.24 

 

Current Financing  
 
Almost all of the current financing for these PAs comes from donor funding. The current secured donor 
funding for 2009 is equal to $765,000; the CCPF has secured $595,000 and PSWS and PAWS have 
secured $170,000. Several grant requests are still outstanding (and not included in these projections) so 
the actual 2009 funding may be higher than these figures.14  
 
The government currently contributes approximately $40,000 per year which goes entirely to ranger 
salaries.  

Net Funding Required – Status Quo 
 
Assuming the costs of the Status Quo as mentioned above, projecting out ten years shows a total net 
funding requirement of $11 million, or $8.8 million in present value terms. 
 
Table 5. Net Funding Required (2009 – 2018) 
 

 Status Quo 

Total Costs $12,221,000 
Funding $765,000 
Government Contributions $469,000 
NET FUNDING REQUIRED $10,987,000 
NET FUNDING REQUIRED (NPV)* $8,825,000 

* This calculation uses a discount rate of 4%.  
 
The funding support in 2009 is $765,000. Given the high volatility of international donor support from 
year to year in the Cardamoms, it was fruitless to try to identify a pattern of funding that could inform 
                                                      
14 FFI has two large grant requests outstanding, one for 630,000 Euros and one for 230,000 Euros, both to cover certain activities 
and costs over three years. CI is currently working on a significant grant proposal to KFW, and is likely to secure additional 
programmatic donor funds in the next few years. 
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projections of future donor support. It was therefore assumed, for the purposes of this cost and revenue 
analysis that funding beyond 2009 is zero.  
 
The Status Quo assumes that the government contribution would remain at the current levels plus the 
annual salary raise. There has been no evidence of an increased government commitment to conservation; 
it is doubtful that, without revenues from PES, the government would earmark additional funds or 
resources beyond their current support of FA and MoE rangers. 
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 3. BASIC MINIMUM MANAGEMENT SCENARIO 

Sections Summary 

• Basic Minimum 
Costs 

• Key Cost Drivers 

• The Basic Minimum Scenario represents the minimum level of intensity required to 
ensure that ecological resources are stabilized and basic levels of PA objectives are met 
(for all three PAs). 

• The inputs to develop this scenario were gathered through group discussions with CI 
and FFI. The total ten year Basic Minimum cost is equal to $20.6 million, or, on 
average, $2.0 million per year.  This includes average per year costs of $748,000 in 
the CCPF, $732,000 in PSWS, and $577,000 in PAWS.  

• Average personnel costs per year are $338,000 in CCPF, $390,000 in PSWS, and 
$385,000 in PAWS. The total Ranger costs in year 2009 are $703,890. This 
represents 76% of the total personnel costs and 33% of the total Cardamoms costs.  

• Whereas only $41,000 is spent on PAWS in 2009 in the Status Quo Scenario, 
$611,000 is spent in the Basic Minimum Scenario.  

 
 

The Basic Minimum Scenario represents the minimum level of personnel, assets, and activities to ensure 
that ecological resources are stabilized and basic levels of PA objectives are met. The inputs to develop 
this scenario were gathered through group discussions with CI and FFI.  It is also important to note that 
this scenario does not consider network-level synergies, but simply projects activities and costs for each 
protected area as separately managed and implemented areas. 

Basic Minimum Costs 
 
The total ten year Basic Minimum cost is equal to $20.6 million, or, on average, $2.0 million per year.  
This includes average per year costs of $748,000 in the CCPF, $732,000 in PSWS, and $577,000 in 
PAWS.  
 
This is considerably higher than the Status Quo scenario, primarily due to increasing the activities and 
personnel dedicated to PAWS, as well as additional personnel, contractual services, and capital assets in 
each of the areas. A summary of theses are included in the discussion of key cost drivers. 
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Chart 3. Total Budget Category Costs in Dollar Amounts and Percentage Terms (Basic Minimum Scenario) 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
COST 2,126,848   1,769,093   1,854,134   2,117,690   2,099,969   2,187,558   1,856,984   1,978,823   2,322,762   2,264,588   
Personnel 926,352      963,406      1,001,942   1,042,020   1,083,701   1,128,879   1,174,034   1,220,995   1,269,835   1,320,629   
Contractual Services 362,670      361,816      376,289      391,340      406,994      -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
Travel 32,600        35,534        38,732        42,218        46,018        50,159        54,673        59,594        64,958        70,804        
Supplies & Materials 67,639        73,727        80,362        87,595        95,479        104,072      113,438      123,648      134,776      146,906      
Fuels 80,640        87,898        95,808        104,431      113,830      124,075      135,241      147,413      160,680      175,141      
Occupancy 53,276        58,071        63,297        68,994        75,203        81,972        89,349        97,391        106,156      115,710      
Capital Assets 441,492      11,601        4,729          170,751      49,473        448,496      17,850        32,869        262,722      82,636        
Assets Maintenance 53,235        58,026        63,249        68,941        75,146        81,909        89,281        97,316        106,074      115,621      
Miscellaneous 108,944      119,014      129,725      141,400      154,126      167,997      183,117      199,598      217,561      237,142      

CONTRIBUTION 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Personnel 44% 54% 54% 49% 52% 52% 63% 62% 55% 58%
Contractual Services 17% 20% 20% 18% 19% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Travel 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3%
Supplies & Materials 3% 4% 4% 4% 5% 5% 6% 6% 6% 6%
Fuels 4% 5% 5% 5% 5% 6% 7% 7% 7% 8%
Occupancy 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 5%
Capital Assets 21% 1% 0% 8% 2% 21% 1% 2% 11% 4%
Assets Maintenance 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 5%
Miscellaneous 5% 7% 7% 7% 7% 8% 10% 10% 9% 10%  

 
Chart 4. Total Functional Costs in Dollar Amounts and Percentage Terms (Basic Minimum Scenario) 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
2,126,848   1,769,093   1,854,134   2,117,690   2,099,969   2,187,558   1,856,984   1,978,823   2,322,762   2,264,588   

1 Policy and Planning 65,703        68,404        72,694        83,039        80,803        37,299        38,904        42,851        56,008        49,698        
2 Zoning and Enforcement 1,434,777   1,140,750   1,191,128   1,363,365   1,356,528   1,635,521   1,364,264   1,447,895   1,674,885   1,652,992   
3 Research and Monitoring 202,486      182,383      187,437      203,303      207,458      132,412      125,502      128,354      145,033      145,040      
4 Comm. Engagement and Livelihoods 261,585      232,154      248,638      287,384      284,209      268,748      230,495      252,070      305,134      295,094      
5 IEC 69,344        50,362        53,659        62,947        59,585        47,882        29,125        33,542        44,542        37,603        
6 Tourism 5,035          3,453          3,687          9,356          4,211          4,504          4,820          5,160          13,862        5,924          
7 Finance and Administration 87,918        91,587        96,890        108,297      107,174      61,192        63,874        68,952        83,298        78,237        
8 Other -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
1 Policy and Planning 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
2 Zoning and Enforcement 67% 64% 64% 64% 65% 75% 73% 73% 72% 73%
3 Research and Monitoring 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 6% 7% 6% 6% 6%
4 Comm. Engagement and Livelihoods 12% 13% 13% 14% 14% 12% 12% 13% 13% 13%
5 IEC 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
6 Tourism 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%
7 Finance and Administration 4% 5% 5% 5% 5% 3% 3% 3% 4% 3%
8 Other 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

 

Key Cost Drivers 
 
The total costs broken down by budget category show that personnel and contractual services constitute 
50% and 20% respectively. Looking at each area, average personnel costs per year are $338,000 in CCPF, 
$390,000 in PSWS, and $385,000 in PAWS. The majorities of these costs are in the zoning and 
enforcement function and represent rangers.  

Phnom Aural Wildlife Sanctuary (PAWS)  
Currently, the activities in PAWS are quite low, though the threats are high and continually increasing. 
FFI stopped supporting efforts in the area, other than a few CPAs, in April 2007 due to safety concerns 
and lack of funding. The MoE maintains a presence in the area by employing a number of rangers, but 
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protection is minimal; illegal logging is rampant, as is land grabbing, and other illegal activities. Due to 
PAWS location, just west of Phnom Penh, there is increasing pressure as the population in and around 
Phnom Penh grows.  
 
Some believe that hundreds of trees are logged every day in PAWS. But, despite the logging and other 
damage, FFI and CI feel strongly that it should be protected. There is a great deal of ecological and 
habitat value in the area, and it serves an important buffer to the CCPF. In the Basic Minimum scenario 
we have therefore included personnel, assets, activities, and other requirements to bring it back into a 
80% or so operational state. Whereas only $41,000 is spent on PAWS in 2009 in the Status Quo Scenario, 
$611,000 is spent in the Basic Minimum Scenario.  

Personnel and Contractors – General  
The Basic Minimum Scenario personnel and contractor requirements were determined by CI and FFI 
during group discussions. The salary amounts for rangers are the average of all current FA, Military 
Police, and MoE salaries, and the salary amount for patrol leaders is 10% higher than rangers. The salary 
amount for other government employees combines the government salary with Asia Development Bank 
(ADB) and World Bank policy regarding supplemental salaries for government employees. This policy 
states that the maximum supplemental salary for project director/coordinator/officer is $250 per month, 
for technical staff is $180 per month, and for supporting / operational staff is $100 per month.15 The 
salary amount for Advisors and non-government employees is the approximate average of what CI and 
FFI are currently paying that (or similar) positions.  
 
Table 6. Personnel and Contractors – General (Basic Minimum Scenario) 
 

Position PSWS PAWS CCPF Yearly Salary  Job Description 

PA Director (govt) 1 1 1 $3,660 Person employed by MoE in 
charge of the PA 

PA Project 
Manager/Advisor16 0.25 0.25 0.5 $30,000 NGO employee in charge of the 

project 

Manager Protection (PP) 0.5 0.5 1 $3,660 
Government employee in charge of 
all law enforcement activities and 
liaison with MoE and NGO 

Manager Protection/PA 
Manager (field) 1 1 1 $3,660 

Gov. employee in charge of all 
field related law enforcement 
reporting to the manager 

Station Manager 5 5 7 $2,820 Head of each ranger station 

Station Administration 1 1 0 $1,860 Head of station finance, admin & 
translating 

Patrol Leaders 10 10 10 $3,323 Self explanatory 
Rangers 75 75 50 $3,021 Field patrol rangers 

Advisor Management 1 1 1 $30,000 NGO employed advisor and 
supporting the PA director 

Manager Research & 
Monitoring (NGO) .5 .5 .5 $30,000 Self explanatory 

                                                      
15 DSA Declaration (RCG Ministry of Finance), April 2007. See Appendix 5. 
16 Country Directors (NGO). PSWS and PAWS require half of one persons time, and CCPF also requires half of one persons 
time. In this case, 50% of the salary for the CI and FFI Country Directors will be paid for by the Cardamoms project.  
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Research & Monitoring 
Staff (PP) 3 3 2 $2,820 Support staff 

Research & Monitoring 
Staff (field) 0 017 4 $2,820 Support staff 

Manager CE (PP) 0.5 0.5 1 $2,820 
Cambodian national in charge of 
Community and environment 
activities 

Advisor CE (PP) 0.5 0.5 0 $12,000 NGO employed advisor and 
supporting CE manager 

Coordinator CE (govt 
MOE) 0.5 0.5 0 $1,473 CE representative within Gov, 

liaising with project 

Coordinator CE (field) 2 2 4 $1,473 In charge of field work reporting to 
the manager 

Field Officer/assistant CE 2 2 0 $1,473 Support staff 
Coordinator IEC  0 018 1 $1,473 Coordinates the IEC program  
Coordinator Ecotourism 0 0 1 $1,473 Coordinates the Tourism program 

Administration (PP, NGO) 0.5 0.5 1 $24,000 Head of Finance and admin for 
project 

Finance Assistant (PP) 0.5 0.5 1 $2,433 Self explanatory 
Finance Assistant (field) 0.5 0.5 0 $2,433 Self explanatory 
Logistics (PP, NGO) 0.5 0.5 1 $10,000 Self explanatory 
Translators 0.5 0.5 1 $1,473 Self explanatory 
Drivers 1 1 2 $1,473 Self explanatory 
Cook (field) 5 5 7 $1,473 Cooks for all rangers communally  

Security Guard (PP) 0.5 0.5 1 $1,473 To provide security for project 
office after hours 

IT/GIS (PP) 0.5 0.5 1 $3,660 Self explanatory 
TOTAL 113.25 113.25 100   

* The positions that include the word “Advisor” or that are specifically designated as NGO positions are considered 
Contractors (ie, CI and FFI employees) and the rest are considered Personnel (ie, government employees). This grid 
does  not include the local enforcement officers in each of the areas. 

Personnel - Zoning & Enforcement  
In the Basic Minimum Scenario, additional rangers are assumed in both PSWS and PAWS. The salaries 
for ranger leaders and rangers have also been standardized. Ranger leaders and rangers are assumed to 
make $3,323 per year and $3,021 per year, respectively. The ranger salary represents the average salary 
for all rangers and patrol group leaders, including FA, MoE, and Military Police. The ranger leaders are 
assumed to make 10% more than rangers.    
 
Table 7. Ranger Numbers and Salaries (Basic Minimum Scenario) 
 

Position PSWS PAWS CCPF Yearly Salary 

Ranger Leader 10 10 10 $3,323 
Ranger 75 75 50 $3,021 

                                                      
17 University Partners. 
18 FFI CE staff coordinate IEC contract partners. 
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The total Ranger costs in year 2009 are $703,890. This represents 76% of the total personnel costs and 
33% of the total Cardamoms costs.  

Capital Assets 
During the discussions with CI and FFI regarding capital assets needs in order to ensure a minimal level 
of objective realization, several additional items were identified. These items are assumed to be purchased 
or built in 2009.  
  
Table 8. Additional Capital Asset Purchases (Basic Minimum Scenario) 
 

Asset PSWS PAWS CCPF Approximate Cost  

Stations 3 2 1 $25,000 
Vehicle - Truck 2 2 2 $25,000 
Motorbikes 10 15 10 $1,500 
Radio Station (field) 3 2 2 $7,500 
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 4. AN EFFECTIVE PROTECTED AREA NETWORK STRATEGY 

Sections Summary 

• Network Costs 
• Network Synergies 

and Key Cost 
Drivers 

• Network Financing 
• A Financing Strategy 

• The protected area Network Scenario is based on the Basic Minimum Scenario 
approach, but represents and reflects a refocusing of activities, resources, and 
coordination to create a network approach to achieving these PA objectives - using a 
more optimal level of personnel, assets, and activities. This scenario considers ways to 
reduce costs, including through network-level synergies. 

• The total ten year Network Scenario cost is equal to $14.9 million, or, on average, 
$1.5 million per year.  This includes average per year costs of $488,000 in the CCPF, 
$460,000 in PSWS, $330,000 in PAWS, and $217,000 at the network level. 

• Projecting out ten years shows a total net funding requirement of $12.9 million. This 
assumes revenues of $765,000 in donor-funding and an increase in commitment from 
the Cambodian Government to pay for almost a three-fold increase for Rangers its 
current commitment. 

• A financing strategy will consist of government contributions, payments for ecosystem 
services, donors/Aid, and a Conservation Trust Fund.  

 
 

The Network (or Network Minimum) Scenario represents the Basic Minimum scenario as a base, but 
proceeds to take into account potential network level synergies. An effective Cardamom PA Network 
strategy composed of PSWS, PAWS, and CCPF would engage in activities to attain the set of objectives 
presented in Table 9 below. These reflect the specific objectives of each of the three protected areas as 
they exist today, combining some and using consistent terminology to focus the Network. (Note: this 
scenario should not be confused with “optimal”. The intention was not to project what would be required 
to “fully – let alone optimally - accomplish all conservation and community objectives in the near term” 
but instead was meant to convey how a basic minimum level of effort could be made more effective 
through a network approach.  While recognizing the management challenges inherent in taking this 
approach, we focus on the increased benefits and reduced costs that can be realized by doing so.)  
 
Table 9. Proposed Network Objectives19 
 

Proposed Network Objectives 

• Protect primary forest/habitat and threatened species 
• Maintain ecosystems services (hydrological, food systems, carbon, etc.) 
• Build National and global stakeholder (government, private sector,  etc.) appreciation and recognition of value of 

these resources  
• Build capacity of government and communities to manage the areas  
• Optimize community sustainable livelihoods  
• Maintain cultural and spiritual values 

                                                      
19 These were discussed and agreed upon by CI and FFI.  
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The protected area Network Scenario is based on the Basic Minimum Scenario approach, but reflects a 
refocusing of activities, resources, and coordination to create a network approach to achieving these PA 
objectives - using a more optimal level of personnel, assets, and activities. This scenario considers ways 
to reduce costs, including through network-level synergies.  

Network Costs 
 
The total ten year Network Scenario cost is equal to $14.9 million, or, on average, $1.5 million per year.  
This includes average per year costs of $488,000 in the CCPF, $460,000 in PSWS, $330,000 in PAWS, 
and $217,000 at the network level. A breakdown of costs for each under the Network Scenario is 
provided in the table below. 
 
Table 10. Costs per protected area (Network Scenario) 
 

 2009 % Per ha 10-year % Per ha (avg) 

Network-level  $      241,422  14.9 -  $     2,171,626  14.5 - 
CCPF  $      481,277  29.8 $1.20  $     4,878,510  32.6 $1.22 
PSWS  $      520,928  32.2 $1.56  $     4,595,954  30.7 $1.38 
PAWS  $      373,039  23.1 $1.47  $     3,303,000  22.1 $1.30 
Total  $  1,616,666  100.0 $1.64  $  14,949,090  100.0 $1.51 

 
The total costs broken down by budget category show that personnel and contractual services constitute 
approximately 70% of total costs, or approximately $681,000, per year. Looking at each area, average 
personnel costs per year are $196,000 in CCPF, $213,000  in PSWS, $209,000 in PAWS, and $63,000 at 
the network level. (Note: The numbers of Rangers are essentially unchanged from Basic Minimum; 
however Ranger supplemental salaries have been adjusted). 
 
Chart 5. Total Budget Category Costs in Dollar Amounts and Percentage Terms (Network Scenario) 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
COST 1,616,666   1,236,007   1,297,004   1,535,310   1,489,508   1,672,435   1,317,416   1,413,486   1,730,248   1,641,011   
Personnel 566,094      588,738      612,287      636,779      662,250      690,570      718,193      746,920      776,797      807,869      
Contractual Services 262,670      257,816      268,129      278,854      290,008      -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
Travel 19,500        21,255        23,168        25,253        27,526        30,003        32,703        35,647        38,855        42,352        
Supplies & Materials 62,814        68,467        74,629        81,346        88,667        96,647        105,345      114,826      125,160      136,425      
Fuels 80,640        87,898        95,808        104,431      113,830      124,075      135,241      147,413      160,680      175,141      
Occupancy 30,500        33,245        36,237        39,498        43,053        46,928        51,152        55,755        60,773        66,243        
Capital Assets 441,492      11,601        4,729          170,751      47,920        448,496      17,850        32,869        262,722      80,247        
Assets Maintenance 53,213        58,002        63,222        68,912        75,115        81,875        89,244        97,276        106,030      115,573      
Miscellaneous 99,744        108,986      118,794      129,486      141,139      153,842      167,688      182,780      199,230      217,161      

CONTRIBUTION 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Personnel 35% 48% 47% 41% 44% 41% 55% 53% 45% 49%
Contractual Services 16% 21% 21% 18% 19% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Travel 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 3%
Supplies & Materials 4% 6% 6% 5% 6% 6% 8% 8% 7% 8%
Fuels 5% 7% 7% 7% 8% 7% 10% 10% 9% 11%
Occupancy 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4%
Capital Assets 27% 1% 0% 11% 3% 27% 1% 2% 15% 5%
Assets Maintenance 3% 5% 5% 4% 5% 5% 7% 7% 6% 7%
Miscellaneous 6% 9% 9% 8% 9% 9% 13% 13% 12% 13%  
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Chart 6. Total Functional Costs in Dollar Amounts and Percentage Terms (Network Scenario) 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
1,616,666   1,236,007   1,297,004   1,535,310   1,489,508   1,672,435   1,317,416   1,413,486   1,730,248   1,641,011   

1 Policy and Planning 39,783        41,034        43,777        52,473        48,478        24,997        25,472        28,186        40,000        32,224        
2 Zoning and Enforcement 1,045,226   734,310      767,006      920,723      892,935      1,204,253   913,733      977,150      1,182,920   1,136,354   
3 Research and Monitoring 138,679      115,834      118,021      130,886      131,899      90,064        81,169        81,931        96,408        94,094        
4 Comm. Engagement and Livelihoods 251,656      221,767      237,769      276,007      272,299      256,275      217,430      238,380      290,785      280,050      
5 IEC 68,126        49,035        52,212        61,370        57,867        46,009        27,083        31,317        42,116        34,959        
6 Tourism 4,046          2,375          2,512          8,075          2,814          2,982          3,160          3,352          11,891        3,776          
7 Finance and Administration 69,149        71,653        75,708        85,775        83,215        47,856        49,367        53,170        66,127        59,554        
8 Other -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
1 Policy and Planning 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2%
2 Zoning and Enforcement 65% 59% 59% 60% 60% 72% 69% 69% 68% 69%
3 Research and Monitoring 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 5% 6% 6% 6% 6%
4 Comm. Engagement and Livelihoods 16% 18% 18% 18% 18% 15% 17% 17% 17% 17%
5 IEC 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2%
6 Tourism 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%
7 Finance and Administration 4% 6% 6% 6% 6% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4%
8 Other 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

 
 
The assumptions for Network are the same as those used of Status Quo (see Table 3). A comparison of 
the Status Quo and Network Scenarios is provided in Chart 7, with key differences listed on the side.  
 
• Ranger numbers go from 66 in the CCPF, 38 in PAWS, and 55 in PAWS in the Status Quo Scenario 

to 60 in CCPF, 85 in PSWS, and 85 in PAWS in the Network Scenario. Ranger salaries range from 
$1,653 to $7,215 in the Status Quo Scenario and $1,473 to $2,820 in the Network Scenario. This 
breakdown is examined further later in this chapter.  

• Additional capital assets are purchased in the Network Scenario, including 6 ranger stations, 6 trucks, 
35 motorbikes, and 7 radio stations.  

• In the Status Quo Scenario, CI and FFI staff that engage in Cardamoms activities occupy different 
offices. In the Network Scenario it is assumed that all Cardamoms- related staff will occupy one 
office.  

• There are generally less advisors (contractual services) required in the Network Scenario than in the 
Status Quo Scenario due to network-level advisors rather than PA advisors.  

• In the Network Scenario, several joint, network-level activities are assumed, such as ranger training 
and plane fly overs.  

 

Network Synergies and Key Cost Drivers  

Network Synergies 
 
The most effective way to reduce PA management costs without also cutting critical PA activities is to 
manage a number of protected areas that share common activities and objectives as a network. Most 
tangibly, a network management strategy allows a group of PAs to share human capital and capital assets, 
and jointly engage in training and financial and administrative tasks.  Ideally, it would also facilitate an 
exchange of ideas on how to best manage the functions of zoning and enforcement, research and 
monitoring, and community engagement.  
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Chart 7. Status Quo, Minimal, and Network Scenario Comparison 
 

Status Quo Minimal Network Status Quo Minimal Network

COST/HECTARE $1.21 $2.15 $1.64 $1.24 (avg) $2.08 (avg) $1.51 (avg)

NUMBER OF PERSONNEL 172               342               324               172                 343                 325                 
1 Policy and Planning 2                   25                 26                 2                     25                   26                   
2 Zoning and Enforcement 164               290               291               164                 290                 291                 
3 Research and Monitoring 4                   19                 8                   4                     19                   8                     
4 Community Engagement & Livelihoods -                    18                 13                 -                      18                   13                   
5 IEC -                    14                 14                 -                      14                   14                   
6 Tourism -                    1                   1                   -                      1                     1                     
7 Finance and Administration 1                   18                 14                 1                     19                   15                   
8 Other 3                   -                    -                    3                     -                      -                      

COST OF PERSONNEL $308,094 $926,352 $566,094 $3,699,010 $11,131,793 $6,806,497
1 Policy and Planning $690 $9,369 $9,735 $8,284 $112,485 $116,879
2 Zoning and Enforcement $289,472 $806,655 $485,256 $3,475,432 $9,684,786 $5,826,036
3 Research and Monitoring $13,312 $51,600 $21,570 $159,825 $619,515 $258,972
4 Community Engagement & Livelihoods $0 $23,515 $14,803 $0 $282,321 $177,723
5 IEC $0 $8,237 $8,237 $0 $98,897 $98,897
6 Tourism $0 $1,473 $1,473 $0 $17,685 $17,685
7 Finance and Administration $2,760 $25,503 $25,020 $33,137 $316,104 $310,305
8 Other $1,860 $0 $0 $22,331 $0 $0

COST BY MPA FUCTION $1,198,703 $2,126,848 $1,616,666 $12,220,867 $20,578,448 $14,949,091
1 Policy and Planning $85,164 $65,703 $39,783 $669,080 $595,402 $376,423
2 Zoning and Enforcement $562,499 $1,434,777 $1,045,226 $6,539,520 $14,262,106 $9,774,612
3 Research and Monitoring $121,760 $202,486 $138,679 $957,738 $1,659,409 $1,078,986
4 Community Engagement & Livelihoods $288,561 $261,585 $251,656 $2,911,126 $2,665,513 $2,542,420
5 IEC $37,360 $69,344 $68,126 $323,059 $488,589 $470,094
6 Tourism $7,523 $5,035 $4,046 $70,666 $60,013 $44,981
7 Finance and Administration $84,468 $87,918 $69,149 $675,837 $847,417 $661,575
8 Other $11,370 $0 $0 $73,841 $0 $0

COST BY BUDGET CATEGORY $1,198,703 $2,126,848 $1,616,666 $12,220,867 $20,578,448 $14,949,091
Personnel $308,094 $926,352 $566,094 $3,699,010 $11,131,793 $6,806,497
Contractual Services $498,542 $362,670 $262,670 $2,635,035 $1,899,109 $1,357,476
Travel $34,088 $32,600 $19,500 $517,900 $495,290 $296,262
Supplies & Materials $73,020 $67,639 $62,814 $1,109,394 $1,027,641 $954,324
Fuels $48,640 $80,640 $80,640 $738,984 $1,225,158 $1,225,158
Occupancy $53,276 $53,276 $30,500 $809,419 $809,419 $463,384
Capital Assets $60,557 $441,492 $441,492 $846,752 $1,522,619 $1,518,677
Assets Maintenance $37,242 $53,235 $53,213 $565,822 $808,797 $808,463
Miscellaneous $85,244 $108,944 $99,744 $1,298,552 $1,658,624 $1,518,849

COST BY SITE/NETWORK $1,198,703 $2,126,848 $1,616,666 $12,220,867 $20,578,448 $14,949,091
Network $0 $0 $241,422 $0 $0 $2,171,626
Central Cardamom Protected Forest (CCPF) $700,079 $739,908 $481,277 $7,372,823 $7,481,252 $4,878,510
Phnom Samkos Wildlife Sanctuary (PSWS) $457,480 $775,530 $520,928 $4,263,436 $7,320,349 $4,595,954
Phnom Aural Wildlife Sanctuary (PAWS) $41,145 $611,410 $373,039 $584,608 $5,776,847 $3,303,000

10 yearsOne year (2009)

 
 

 



Cardamom Mountains Protected Area Network · Conservation Trust Fund Business Plan 
 

 
October 2008  30 | P a g e  
 

The Network Scenario attempts to capture these cost saving synergies. A summary of the primary 
network approach elements that enable cost reduction:  
  
• One office in Phnom Penh opposed to two  
• Reduction in personnel at each PA level for functions that can be managed and consolidated at a 

network level (and subsequent introduction of these capable network personnel)  
• Joint activities, such as plane fly-overs and training   
 
In addition to the many cost saving synergies obtained by operating as a network opposed to individually, 
there are several important benefits gained by collaborating more closely. For example, joint training 
activities will foster relationship building between FA and MoE. Also, policy and planning efforts will be 
completed collectively and will allow each of the organizations to unify how they approach the 
government and what messages they present.  While the increased collaboration may not be measurable in 
the financial sense, it is certainly an important factor in reaching an efficient and effective operating 
model that allows for the full realization of PA objectives.  

Phnom Aural Wildlife Sanctuary (PAWS)  
 
Current conservation efforts in PAWS are extremely limited, though the threats are high and increasing. 
FFI largely discontinued its support of the area (other than coordinating a few CPAs) in April 2007 due to 
safety concerns and a lack of funding. MoE maintains a presence in the area by employing a number of 
rangers, but the resulting protection is minimal; illegal logging is rampant, as is land grabbing, and other 
illegal activities. Due to PAWS location, lying just west of Phnom Penh, there is increasing pressure as 
the population in and around Phnom Penh grows. According to some reports, hundreds of trees are logged 
every day in PAWS.  Both FFI and CI feel strongly that PAWS must be protected. There is a great deal of 
ecological and habitat value in the area and it serves an important buffer to the CCPF. In the Network 
Scenario we have therefore included personnel, assets, activities, and other requirements to bring it back 
into a meaningful operational state (generally as bringing it closer to the level of effort being expended at 
the other protected areas). Whereas only $41,000 is spent on PAWS in 2009 in the Status Quo Scenario, 
$373,000 is spent in the Network Scenario. 

Personnel and Contractors – General  
 
The Network Scenario personnel and contractor requirements were determined by CI and FFI during 
group discussions. Starling Resources refined these further, taking into account additional information 
and best practices in the design of an optimal protected area network. 
 
The salary for all government employees, including rangers, combines the Asia Development Bank 
(ADB) and World Bank policy regarding supplemental salaries for government employees with the 
government salary20. This states that the maximum supplemental salary for project 
director/coordinator/officer is $250 per month, for technical staff is $180 per month, and for supporting / 
operational staff is $100 per month. The salary amount for Advisors and non-government employees is 
the approximate average of what CI and FFI are currently paying that (or similar) positions.  
                                                      
20 DSA Declaration (RCG Ministry of Finance), April 2007. 
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Table 11. Personnel and Contractors – General (Network Scenario) 

Position PSWS PAWS CCPF Network Yearly Salary 

PA Director (govt) 1 1 1 0 $30,000 
PA Project Manager/Advisor 0 0 0 1 $30,000 
Manager Protection (PP) 0 0 0 1 $3,660 
Manager Protection/PA Manager (field) 1 1 1 0 $3,660 
Station Manager 5 5 7 0 $2,820 
Station Administration 1 1 0 0 $1,860 
Patrol Leaders 10 10 10 0 $2,820 
Rangers 75 75 50 0 $1,473 
Advisor Management 0 0 0 1 $30,000 
Manager Research & Monitoring (NGO) 0 0 0 1 $30,000 
Research & Monitoring Staff (PP) 0 0 0 3 $2,820 
Research & Monitoring Staff (field) 0 0 0 4 $2,820 
Manager CE (PP) 0 0 0 1 $2,820 
Advisor CE (PP) 0 0 0 1 $12,000 
Coordinator CE (govt MOE) .5 .5 0 0 $1,473 
Coordinator CE (field) 0 0 0 6 $1,473 
Field Officer/assistant CE 0 0 0 2 $1,473 
Coordinator IEC  0 0 0 1 $1,473 
Coordinator Ecotourism 0 0 1 0 $1,473 
Administration (PP) 0 0 0 1 $24,000 
Finance Assistant (PP) 0 0 0 1 $2,433 
Finance Assistant (field) 0 0 0 1 $2,433 
Logistics (PP, NGO) 0 0 0 1 $10,000 
Translators .5 .5 1 0 $1,473 
Drivers 1 1 2 0 $1,473 
Cook (field) 5 5 7 0 $1,473 
Security Guard (PP) 0 0 0 1 $1,473 
IT/GIS (PP) 0 0 0 1 $3,660 
TOTAL 100 100 80 28  

 
* The positions that include the word “Advisor” or that are specifically designated as NGO positions are considered 
Contractors (ie, CI and FFI employees) and the rest are considered Personnel (ie, government employees). This grid 
does  not include the local enforcement officers in each of the areas. 
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Chart 8. Personnel Numbers and Costs by Function (Network Scenario) 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
324             324             324             324             324             325             325             325             325             325             

1 Policy and Planning 26               26               26               26               26               26               26               26               26               26               
2 Zoning and Enforcement 291             291             291             291             291             291             291             291             291             291             
3 Research and Monitoring 8                 8                 8                 8                 8                 8                 8                 8                 8                 8                 
4 Comm. Engagement and Livelihoods 13               13               13               13               13               13               13               13               13               13               
5 IEC 14               14               14               14               14               14               14               14               14               14               
6 Tourism 1                 1                 1                 1                 1                 1                 1                 1                 1                 1                 
7 Finance and Administration 14               14               14               14               14               15               15               15               15               15               
8 Other -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  

566,094      588,738      612,287      636,779      662,250      690,570      718,193      746,920      776,797      807,869      
1 Policy and Planning 9,735          10,124        10,529        10,951        11,389        11,844        12,318        12,811        13,323        13,856        
2 Zoning and Enforcement 485,256      504,666      524,853      545,847      567,681      590,388      614,004      638,564      664,106      690,671      
3 Research and Monitoring 21,570        22,433        23,330        24,263        25,234        26,243        27,293        28,385        29,520        30,701        
4 Comm. Engagement and Livelihoods 14,803        15,395        16,011        16,651        17,317        18,010        18,730        19,479        20,259        21,069        
5 IEC 8,237          8,567          8,909          9,266          9,636          10,022        10,423        10,840        11,273        11,724        
6 Tourism 1,473          1,532          1,593          1,657          1,723          1,792          1,864          1,938          2,016          2,097          
7 Finance and Administration 25,020        26,021        27,062        28,144        29,270        32,271        33,561        34,904        36,300        37,752        
8 Other -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                   

 
Chart 9. Contractual Services Numbers and Costs by Function (Network Scenario) 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
18               13               13               13               13               -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  

1 Policy and Planning 3                 3                 3                 3                 3                 -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
2 Zoning and Enforcement 3                 3                 3                 3                 3                 -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
3 Research and Monitoring 6                 4                 4                 4                 4                 -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
4 Comm. Engagement and Livelihoods 7                 6                 6                 6                 6                 -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
5 IEC 6                 5                 5                 5                 5                 -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
6 Tourism 1                 -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
7 Finance and Administration 2                 2                 2                 2                 2                 -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
8 Other -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  

262,670      257,816      268,129      278,854      290,008      -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
1 Policy and Planning 21,500        22,360        23,254        24,185        25,152        -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
2 Zoning and Enforcement 33,500        34,840        36,234        37,683        39,190        -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
3 Research and Monitoring 68,130        58,386        60,721        63,150        65,676        -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
4 Comm. Engagement and Livelihoods 74,740        77,230        80,320        83,532        86,874        -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
5 IEC 29,000        29,640        30,826        32,059        33,341        -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
6 Tourism 1,800          -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
7 Finance and Administration 34,000        35,360        36,774        38,245        39,775        -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
8 Other -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                   

Personnel ‐ Zoning & Enforcement  
 
In the Network Scenario, additional rangers are assumed in both PSWS and PAWS. The salary for 
rangers and government employees combines the government salary with ADB and World Bank policy 
regarding supplemental salaries for government employees. In this case, we assume that ranger leaders 
receive $180 supplemental and $55 from the government per month, and rangers receive $100 
supplemental and $22.75 from the government per month21.   
 
The current GDP per capital in nominal terms in Cambodia is $604.22  Ranger leaders receive more than 
four and a half times this, and rangers approximately two and a half times.  Under the proposed protected 

                                                      
21 $55 and $22.75 are the current average government salaries paid to ranger leaders and rangers respectively. 
22 This is an average of International Monetary Fund (year 2007), World Bank (year 2007), and CIA (as of June 2008).  
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area network scenario, and as financial and operational responsibilities are increasingly transferred to the 
government, the discussion on ranger numbers and salaries will certainly need to be revisited.  
 
Table 12. Ranger Numbers and Salaries (Network Scenario) 

Position PSWS PAWS CCPF Yearly Salary 

Ranger Leader 10 10 10 $2,820 
Ranger 75 75 50 $1,473 

 
The total Ranger costs in year 2009 are $379,200. This represents 67% of the total personnel costs and 
23% of the total Cardamoms costs.  

Capital Assets 
 
During the discussions with CI and FFI regarding capital assets needs in order to ensure a minimal level 
of objective realization, several additional items were identified. These items are assumed to be purchased 
or built in 2009.   
 
Table 13. Additional Capital Asset Purchases (Network Scenario) 

Asset PSWS PAWS CCPF Approximate Cost  

Stations 3 2 1 $25,000 
Vehicle - Truck 2 2 2 $25,000 
Motorbikes 10 15 10 $1,500 
Radio Station (field) 3 2 2 $7,500 

 

Network Financing  
 
The design and development of a PA financing strategy is as much about cost efficiency and management 
effectiveness in implementing the protected area management plans as it is about securing cash resources 
to implement those plans.  The Network scenario takes an integrated approach to managing the network 
of protected areas in the Cardamoms and realizes close to a 25% reduction in cost when compared to a 
basic minimum level of intensity in the three protected areas without network integration (approximately 
$500,000 per year).  As noted earlier in this chapter, the cost for the Network scenario is $14.9 million 
over the next ten years. 
  
The current funding support from Donors in 2009 is $765,000. As in the Status Quo, the Donor funding 
beyond 2009 is assumed to be zero for the purposes of this cost and revenue analysis. 
 
The Network Scenario also assumes that the government will hire and pay for the additional rangers 
assumed in these scenarios. This assumption almost triples the level of current government support, 
bringing their yearly contribution to $110,000 (or more than $1.1 million for ten years considering annual 
raises). While it may not be entirely realistic right now, the ramping up of activities in the Cardamoms in 
conjunction with potential increased funding should be used to convince the government to provide more 
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financial support. Increased Government support signals a genuine commitment to conservation in the 
Cardamom Mountains protected areas, without which future efforts may be undermined.  

Net Funding Required ‐ Network 
 
Projecting out ten years shows a total net funding requirement of $12.9 million, or $10.3 million in 
present value terms. 
 
Table 14. (2009 – 2018) 

 Network 

Total Costs $14,950,000 
Funding $765,000 
Government Contributions $1,319,000 
NET FUNDING REQUIRED $12,865,000 
NET FUNDING REQUIRED (NPV)* $10,275,000 

* This calculation uses a discount rate of 4%.  
 
Graph 1. Network Scenario Cash Sources and Net Funding Required (2009-2018) 
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A Financing Strategy 
 
As in all protected area strategic financial planning, it is important to focus on the potential mechanisms 
that can be utilized to fill the net funding requirement. These include:  
 

• Government contributions 
• Payments for Ecosystem Services (e.g., tourism fees, REDD) 
• Donors / Aid (e.g., International governments and NGOs, multilateral banks) 
• Conservation Trust Fund (CTF) revenue (and possibly principal) 
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Government 
The Cambodian government at all levels is not likely to increase funding in a significant way, however it 
is important that we press the government to continue to cover the necessary ranger costs/salaries, at a 
minimum.  As noted above, we assume that the government will hire and pay for the additional rangers 
assumed in the Network scenario. This assumption almost triples the level of current government support 
from $469,000 over 10 years to $1,319,000 over 10 years.  This funding is included in the financing 
strategy portfolio breakdown.  

Payments for ecosystem services 
Payments for ecosystem services may be a significant contributor to funding conservation efforts in the 
Cardamoms someday soon, however we have not included these potential revenues in our financing 
portfolio strategy or projections. This is largely due to the uncertainty surrounding these mechanisms.  
While a recent study and report on PA revenues in the two Wildlife Sanctuaries was recently completed 
by the International Institute for Environment and Development which highlighted the potential revenue 
that might be generated from tourism, hunting fees, hydro and other options, we believe that most if not 
all of these are not likely to be realized soon and so were not included in our projections.23 Having said 
this, two PES opportunities – payments from REDD and hydro dams – are being closely assessed and 
considered by the partners in Cambodia. Again, while we have not included these in our strategy 
projections, we include a discussion of these mechanisms and how they might play a role in financing the 
Cardamoms in Appendix 5. 

Donors / Aid 
Donors (primarily foundations, NGOs, and international government agencies) have provided most of the 
funds to-date for conservation efforts in the Cardamoms. This will likely continue to be the case going 
forward.  However, while the past was marked by short-term, project based funding, it is important to 
encourage and line-up longer term, protected area network focused funds. 
 
Net funding required is well over $1 million per year for the next 10 years, even after the current 
$765,000 donor commitments and more than $100,000 from the government each year. This gap in 
funding required will necessarily be covered by donor grants and aid.  Part of it will also, however, be 
covered by the establishment of a conservation trust fund. The CTF will also be capitalized by the donor 
community and is essentially not a new source of funds but a long term vehicle for donors and others to 
place their funds, having a clear understanding of what the monies will cover and how their investments 
will contribute to conservation in the Cardamoms. 

A Conservation Trust Fund 
CTFs are private, legally independent grant-making institutions that provide financing for biodiversity 
protection and other management plan programs. CTFs are generally utilized as one component of a 
larger PA financing strategy, and are not necessarily appropriate or feasible for all countries or situations.  
 

                                                      
23 International Institute for Environment and Development.  2007.  Sustainable Financing of Protected Areas in Cambodia: 
Phnom Aural and Phnom Samkos Wildlife Sanctuaries.  Cambodia. 
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In 1999, GEF developed a set of “essential conditions,” which should exist if a CTF is to be successful. 
These four conditions have been repeatedly referenced by CTF practitioners in the years since, and are 
worth noting here:   
 

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.  
 
In the case of the Cardamoms, the first and third requirements are met without question. The second 
question remains to-be-determined, but the initial feedback is optimistic. The fourth question will be 
addressed in greater detail in Chapter three.  
 
Assuming the four essential conditions are met, there are three different CTF categories that could be 
pursued individually or collectively. A review of each of these, and their comparative advantages and 
disadvantages, is provided below.  
 
Table 15. Comparative Review of Potential CTF Mechanisms 

 Overview Comparative Advantage Comparative Disadvantage 

Endowment Only the interest revenue (not 
the principle) from the fund is 
used to finance conservation 
activities. This allows for a 
stream of revenue for 
conservation into perpetuity. 

• Most sustainable 
• Allows for long-term 

conservation planning 
• Less costly to donors 

• It is difficult and time 
consuming to capitalize the 
fund 

• More sophisticated to setup 
• Can incur investment losses 

Sinking Both interest revenue as well as 
principle are used to finance 
conservation activities, usually 
over a defined time period. 

• Effective for short-term 
initiatives and projects  

• Usually requires less 
capital  

• Targets specific issues 

• All capital is needed 
upfront 

• Least sustainable 
• Not as flexible 

Revolving Both interest revenue as well as 
principle are used to finance 
conservation activities, but a 
replenishment source 
contributes regularly to the 
fund. 

• Flexible 
• Quicker setup 
• More closely matches 

resource needs 

• Most have limited or 
conditional terms and are 
not held in perpetuity 
 

 
The following chapter provides an overview of options for setting up the CTF to distribute funds on the 
ground in Cambodia. 
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 5. THE CARDAMOM MOUNTAINS PA NETWORK FUND  

 

The Cardamoms Protected Area Network Conservation Trust Fund24 (CTF or “Fund”) will be a critical 
source of funding for conservation of the Cardamom Mountains, strategically aggregating existing 
funders, galvanizing new funding sources, and ensuring long-term funding capacity.  It provides an 
overview of a rationale process for setting up the CTF (as summarized in Figure 2 and is based on a 
comprehensive feasibility study conducted by Starling on the proper establishment of a trust fund to 
distribute funds on the ground in Cambodia. 

Definition of Need  
 
The three protected areas (CCPF, PSWS, and PAWS) are clearly important landscapes for Cambodia and 
globally – home to several endangered and rare species such as the Clouded Leopard, Siamese Crocodile, 
Asiatic Black Bear, and the Asian Arowana, as well as nationally important watersheds and forest 
resources. The Cardamom Mountains PA Network Analysis Report, which acts as a companion document 
to this plan, makes a clear case for the need and focus of Cardamom Mountains Protected Area Network 
CTF.  This need is based on the high levels of biodiversity coupled with current high levels and 
increasing threats. It has been determined that the Cardamom Mountains are a worthy priority for 
                                                      
24 For the purposes of this business plan, a ‘Protected Area Network Conservation Trust Fund’ is a vehicle that provides stable, 
long-term financing in the form of annual grants that are allocated to fund the recurrent costs of operating a defined network of 
protected areas. These grants are made in consideration of the Government and other stakeholders’ (NGOs) existing and 
projected future funding. 

Sections Summary 

• Definition of Need 
• Preliminary Interest 

from Investors 
• CTF Objectives 
• Fund Structure 
• Operational 

Structure 
• CTF Monitoring & 

Evaluation 
• CTF Fundraising 

• A Conservation Trust Fund for the Cardamom Mountains PA Network is necessary to 
help manage this valuable landscape against ever-increasing outside threats.  The 
network PAs are in need of a consistent source of funding. The CTF will offer donors 
the ability to pool their resources and lobby Government for additional commitment. 
The CTF will also encourage the adoption of network-level management, which in 
turn reduces donors’ costs. 

• Preliminary interest from Investors total to $9.5 million. The CTF with include an 
endowment (60%), a sinking fund (40%), and a separate account for initial one-time 
specific donations. 

• The objectives of the CTF are to provide sustained financing and serve as a 
coordinating mechanism for effective network efforts to conserve biodiversity, 
ecosystem services, and enhance sustainable livelihoods in the Cardamoms. 

• The CTF will be set up around a new or existing 501(c)(3) registered in the United 
States (or equivalent organization) that has the authority to invest and manage the 
CTF’s assets, and that the 501(c)(3) be located ‘offshore,’ which for the purposes of 
this plan denotes any location outside Cambodia. 

• In terms of receiving and distributing funds, the CTF will utilize a phased approach. It 
will first distribute through existing NGOs and then to an in-country counterpart, 
most likely within the next five years.  
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establishing and supporting an effective protected area network and that establishing a CTF is desirable 
and essential to help focus long term funding from donors and other sources as part of a strategic 
financing strategy and portfolio necessary to cover an effectively designed network scenario.  
 
The total ten year Network Scenario cost is equal to 
$14.9 million, or, on average, $1.5 million per year.  
This includes average per year costs of $488,000 in the 
CCPF, $460,000 in PSWS, $330,000 in PAWS, and 
$217,000 at the network level. Projecting out ten years 
shows a total net funding requirement of $12.9 million, 
or $10.3 million in present value terms. 

Preliminary Interest from Investors 
 
Several donors have allowed for the conservation efforts 
in the Cardamoms to date, and certain organizations 
have expressed interest in supporting a CTF that would 
provide funding for conservation efforts into the future. 
This expression of interest is crucial for ensuring that 
the initial size of the CTF will allow for meaningful 
contributions to funding conservation activities.  
 
The assumptions regarding source and size of 
contribution were made following discussions with the 
sources. Actual contribution amounts will depend on 
specific donor requirements and decisions.  
 
The potential CTF contributions listed below represent the most feasible initial contributions.  
 
Table 16. Potential CTF Contributions 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CTF Objectives  
 
The Cardamoms Fund objectives are to provide sustained financing and to serve as a coordinating 
mechanism that fully supports current and future efforts to protect and enhance biodiversity, ecosystem 
services, and sustainable livelihoods in the Cardamoms. The Cardamoms Fund will serve to focus and 
prioritize actions and funding where they are needed most in a consistent and reliable way, and will 

Contribution  Source 
$3.5 million Agence Française de Développement (AFD) 
$1.0 million Fauna & Flora International / Arcadia 
$2.5 million Global Conservation Fund (GCF) 
$2.5 million GCF match 
$9.5 million  

Definition of Need

CTF Objectives

Fund Structure

Operational Structure

Monitoring & 
Evaluation

Fund Board & 
Governance 

Preliminary Interest 
from Investors

Investment 
Management

Endowment, 
Revolving, Sinking

Understanding of 
Costs

Fund raising

Strategy & Focus

Custody & 
Disbursement

Figure 2. CTF Fund Setup Process 
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ensure that there is adequate and sustainable funding for conservation within the network coordinating 
with other funders, conservation and community groups, and relevant regulatory bodies.  

CTF Strategy 
 
The Cardamoms Fund will act as a channel for financing from a variety of sources, establishing a stable 
fund to act ensure success in protecting and enhancing the Cardamoms.  It proposes to do so by 
coordinating organizations focused on conservation efforts in the Cardamoms and focusing the funds 
under common and strategic priorities.  

CTF Focus 
 
The Cardamoms Fund will first focus on covering the costs associated with the Network Scenario. 
Specifically, it will provide support for the people, activities, assets, and other resources required to 
ensure realization of the proposed network objectives.  
 
Table 17. Proposed Network Objectives 

Proposed Network Objectives 

• Protect primary forest/habitat and threatened species 
• Maintain ecosystems services (hydrological, food systems, carbon, etc.) 
• Build National and global stakeholder (government, private sector,  etc.) appreciation and recognition of value of 

these resources  
• Build capacity of government and communities to manage the areas  
• Optimize community sustainable livelihoods  
• Maintain cultural and spiritual values 

CTF Governing Principals 
 
The Cardamoms CTF will embody the following governing principals in all of its actions and efforts: 

Accountability 
The Cardamoms Fund will ensure rigorous and efficient internal and external monitoring and evaluation 
processes either through an in-country program officer/fund manager who will be responsible for 
reviewing all grantee and contractor reports, conducting site visits, and confirming consistency with 
grant/contract purposes, or through contracts with international NGOs working in the area.  Every five 
years (or more frequently), a comprehensive independent third party evaluator will be hired to examine 
the efficacy of the Fund’s program and grants spending. 

Protection of Assets 
The Cardamoms Fund will be designed as a long-term fund.  The corpus of the Fund will be prudently 
invested to protect the assets and then produce an investment revenue stream sufficient to implement this 
plan. 



Cardamom Mountains Protected Area Network · Conservation Trust Fund Business Plan 
 

 
October 2008  40 | P a g e  
 

Transparency 
Financial and programmatic information, including details on the distribution of funds, will be readily 
accessible and available through robust reporting mechanisms.  Following the end of each fiscal year, an 
independent certified public accountant will review the Fund grant records and our philanthropic 
investments, the results of which will be posted on a publicly accessible web site.  The Fund’s 
programmatic results will also be compiled in an annual report and posted on the web site.  

Independence 
The Cardamoms Fund will make decisions in consultation with local and technical experts, but act 
independent from any government or NGO working in the region. 

Efficiency 
Whenever possible, the Cardamoms Fund will consolidate fundraising capacity to execute a unified 
fundraising campaign.  This will reduce requests to funders and allow efficient prioritization and 
allocation to projects with the potential for the greatest impact.  However, we will not undermine any 
existing funding relationships.  

Flexibility 
The Cardamoms Fund grant-making process, as well as its priorities, and strategies will be regularly 
updated. The Fund will also be prepared for, and able to act on, emergencies.  Finally, the Cardamoms 
Fund will be prepared for systemic changes as the result of climate change.  As such, this plan will be a 
dynamic document. 

Fund Structure 
 
There are essentially three different categories that could be pursued (individually or collectively) when 
considering the development of a CTF. A review of each of these, and their comparative advantages and 
disadvantages, is provided below.  
 
Table 18. Comparative Review of CTF Potential Components 

 Overview Comparative Advantage Comparative Disadvantage 
Endowment Only the interest revenue (not the 

principle) from the fund is used to 
finance conservation activities. This 
allows for a stream of revenue for 
conservation into perpetuity. 

• Most sustainable 
• Allows for long-term 

conservation planning 
• Less costly to donors 

• Capitalizing CTF It is 
difficult and time consuming 

• More sophisticated to setup 
• Can incur investment losses 

Sinking Both interest revenue as well as 
principle are used to finance 
conservation activities, usually over 
a defined time period. 

• Effective for short-term 
initiatives and projects  

• Can require less capital  
• Targets specific issues 

• All capital is needed upfront 
• Least sustainable 
• Not as flexible 

Revolving Both interest revenue as well as 
principle is used to finance 
conservation activities, but a 
replenishment source contributes 
regularly to the fund. 

• Flexible 
• Quicker setup 
• More closely matches 

resource needs 

• Most have limited or 
conditional terms and are not 
held in perpetuity 
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To understand how these different approaches can work to our advantage, we look at how we can 
capitalize a CTF effectively through the following four options. 
 
Table 19. Financing Strategy Options  
Option Overview 

One 

This option utilizes a CTF, sufficiently endowed to cover all of the costs associated with 
operating the network, and where 100% is allocated to an endowment mechanism. It assumes 
that the government will continue to support efforts in the Cardamoms, maintaining current 
levels plus the yearly salary raise. It also assumes that no funding, beyond contributions to 
the CTF, will occur after 2009. (Note: this is largely a hypothetical option used to illustrate 
what a full endowment fund target would require.) 

Two 

This option utilizes a $9.5 million CTF with 100% allocated to an endowment mechanism. It 
assumes that the government will continue to support efforts in the Cardamoms, maintaining 
current levels plus the yearly salary raise. It assumes that the net funding required after the 
CTF and government contributions are taken into account will be covered by other sources. 

Three 

This option utilizes a $9.5 million CTF with 60% allocated to an endowment and 40% 
allocated to a sinking fund. It assumes that the government will continue to support efforts in 
the Cardamoms, maintaining current levels plus the yearly salary raise. It assumes that the 
net funding required after the CTF and government contributions are taken into account will 
be covered by other sources. 

Four 
This option utilizes a $9.5 million CTF with 100% allocated to a sinking fund. It assumes 
that the government will continue to support efforts in the Cardamoms, maintaining current 
levels plus the yearly salary raise. It also assumes that no funding will occur after 2009. 

 
After analyzing the options, option three (a $9.5 million CTF with 60% allocated to an endowment and 
40% allocated to a sinking fund) is recommended. This assumes that part of the initial capital 
committed to the CTF can be used as sinking funds versus as strict endowment capital25.   In 
addition to the endowment and sinking fund structures, the CTF will also have a separate account to allow 
potential donors the option of channeling one-time or project specific funding through the CTF. This 
structure assumes that the government will continue to support efforts in the Cardamoms, maintaining 
current levels plus the yearly salary raise. It also assumes that the net funding required after the CTF and 
government contributions are taken into account will be covered by other sources. In addition, the 
following assumptions are made for calculation of the CTF cash flow projections.  
 
Table 20. CTF Assumptions 

Assumption  Value Explanation  

Disbursement rate 5.00% A 5.00% disbursement rate is based on generally accepted best practices for 
conservation fund management.  The disbursement rate represents the percentage 
of the total conservation fund size that is disbursed for the Cardamoms. 

Approximate 
return per year 

8.00% The 8.00% approximate yearly return is based on a review of current endowment 
and financial manager target returns. The approximate yearly return per year 
represents the investment manager earns, on average, gross of management fees.  

                                                      
25 Some investors are likely only contribute to an endowment as part of a CTF investment (i.e. GCF).  
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Financial 
management fee 

0.80% The 0.80% financial management fee is based on the financial management fee of 
a comparable conservation fund size and structure. The financial management fee 
represents the percentage fee that the investment manager requires, generally 
based on the beginning year conservation fund balance.  

Tax rate 0.00% The 0.00% tax is based on the assumption that since this would be managed as a 
non-profit venture, it would not be liable to pay taxes.  

Fund operational 
costs 

$60,000 The $60,000 fund operational cost is a conservative assumption (made by Starling 
Resources) of the costs associated with overseeing and advising the fund, 
including the disbursement of grants each year. This will vary depending on how 
and where the fund will be setup.  

Inflation rate 2.50% An inflation rate of 2.5% is based on the current US inflation rate, assuming the 
fund is overseen in the US. This is the amount that the fund operational costs 
increase per year. This will vary depending on which country the fund operational 
team is setup. 

 
The combination of an endowment fund and a sinking fund would provide sufficient funding to fulfill the 
net funding requirements for the next five years. At the end of the five year period the sinking fund will 
be fully depleted and there will be a need to secure additional financing. More specifically, there would 
be a funding requirement starting in 2014 equal to $580,673, and then varying to as high as $1.3 million 
for the remainder of the projection period. This funding requirement would need to be filled though the 
use of traditional donor funds or PES. Recall that 2014 is the proposed year in which CI and FFI would 
remove themselves from the Cardamoms. Ideally they would still be able to raise money for conservation 
of the areas while leaving all operational duties to the government. If this is not possible, additional PES 
schemes will have to be in place sometime in the next five years to ensure that adequate funding is 
available after 2014. A review of three possible PES schemes (REDD, hydro dam payments, and tourism) 
is included in Appendix 5. 
 
Chart 10. CTF Cash Flow Overview ($9.5 million capital investment, 60% Endowment and 40% Sinking) 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Beginning Balances

Endowment $5,700,000 $5,765,400 $5,830,739 $5,895,978 $5,961,076 $6,025,991 $6,090,678 $6,155,091 $6,219,182 $6,282,900
Sinking $3,800,000 $3,646,877 $3,105,138 $2,466,900 $1,547,312 $608,156 $0 $0 $0 $0

Revenue
Endowment $456,000 $461,232 $466,459 $471,678 $476,886 $482,079 $487,254 $492,407 $497,535 $502,632
Sinking $304,000 $291,750 $248,411 $197,352 $123,785 $48,652 $0 $0 $0 $0

Expenses
Financial Management Cost $45,600 $46,123 $46,646 $47,168 $47,689 $48,208 $48,725 $49,241 $49,753 $50,263
Fund Management Body Expenses $60,000 $61,500 $63,038 $64,613 $66,229 $67,884 $69,582 $71,321 $73,104 $74,932

Available Fund for Grants 
Endowment $350,400 $353,609 $356,776 $359,897 $362,969 $365,987 $368,947 $371,845 $374,677 $377,437
Sinking $4,104,000 $3,938,628 $3,353,549 $2,664,252 $1,671,097 $656,809 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total Grants made
Endowment $285,000 $288,270 $291,537 $294,799 $298,054 $301,300 $304,534 $307,755 $310,959 $314,145

Implied % disbursement 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
Sinking $457,123 $833,489 $886,649 $1,116,940 $1,062,941 $656,809 $0 $0 $0 $0

Net Funding Required $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $580,673 $873,881 $961,171 $1,268,946 $1,170,509

Net Funding Required $4,855,180
Net Funding Required (NPV) $2,572,076  
* This assumes that the CTF expenses are covered by the endowment portion of the fund.  
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If you increase or decrease the amount of the CTF dedicated to an endowment, the total net funding 
required over the projection period will also change. Table 21 provides an overview of the outcomes of 
various allocation decisions. While the net funding required over the ten year period clearly drops as the 
percentage sinking increases, it should be noted that the funding requirements beyond the projection 
period will increase considerably due to a lower endowment size.  
 
Table 21. Net Funding Requirement Using Different CTF Setups (2009-2018) 
 

% Endowment % Sinking  Net Funding Required Net Funding Required (NPV) 

100 0 $7.8 million $5.0 million  
80 20 $6.5 million  $3.8 million 
60 40 $4.9 million $2.6 million 
40 60 $2.8 million $1.4 million 
20 80 $0.6 million $0.3 million 
0 100 - -  

Operational Structure 
 
Starling conducted discussions with numerous local Cambodian NGOs, associations of NGOs, and local 
legal experts to assess the feasibility of establishing a conservation trust fund to support the Cardamom 
Protected Area Network.   
 
Our feasibility assessment and analysis looked at the local laws as they pertain to CTFs, donor and 
government support behind fund capitalization, and options for establishing the fund in Cambodia at this 
time. Based on our findings, we consider various CTF operational structures, namely the custody and 
disbursement, viable for a CTF for the Cardamoms.  

CTF Custody 
 
Currently, there is neither sufficient legal or financial basis to establish a conservation trust in Cambodia. 
Existing laws do not support the establishment, custody, or maintenance of a Trust based in Cambodia. 
The legal framework does not exist to help safeguard and effectively manage the trust assets—there is no 
national trust law and the current law on NGOs is still relatively young and untested. In addition, there is 
no precedence for managing a Cambodian-based conservation trust fund that we could identify. It is also 
important to note that Cambodia does not have certainty in its banking and investment laws: according to 
the World Bank’s 2008 ‘Doing Business’ report, Cambodia is ranked 64th overall for protecting 
Investors.  
 
Placing the actual trust and capital in Cambodia is therefore not an option. However, options for 
establishing a legal CTF outside of Cambodia on behalf of the Cardamom protected areas network 
remains possible. Specifically, the CTF should be established as a registered charitable organization in a 
jurisdiction with more favorable financial and legal conditions. Jurisdictions which provide necessary 
conditions include the United States, the United Kingdom or any of their territories. Once a jurisdiction 
for incorporation is determined it makes no difference where the asset manager is located since neither 
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country imposes any taxes on the interest and profits that a registered charitable organization earns each 
year on its investments. 
 
Given the existing laws and general situation in Cambodia, the CTF will be set up around a new or 
existing 501(c)(3) registered in the United States (or equivalent organization) that has the authority to 
invest and manage the CTF’s assets. The 501(c)(3) must be located ‘offshore,’ which for the purposes of 
this plan denotes any location outside Cambodia. 
 
Figure 3. CTF Custody  
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Both the United States and the United Kingdom have flexible trust laws that would allow the trust to 
receive the maximum benefit from its investments. If based in the US or UK, the 501(c)(3) or equivalent 
designation will allow the nonprofit to receive tax exemptions from paying income tax, and advance 
assurance to private, individual donors of the deductibility of their contributions26.  In addition, neither 
country places restrictions on board makeup (board members can be form any country and any sector), on 
meeting location (the board does not have to meet in the country in which the trust is registered), or on the 
types of investments that can be made.    
 
It is worthwhile to note that there are organizations that exist not only to facilitate the registration of a 
new 501(c)(3) but that can also assume all the financial and administrative functions of a 501(c)(3). In 
one example, Rockefeller Philanthropy Advisors through its Special Project Funds helps donors set up 
and run private international grant-making foundations. For a 3-12% advisory services fee (on a sliding 
scale based on grants disbursed), Rockefeller acts as an international grant-maker and, based on the 
stipulations of the donor, provides grants to partner27 non-profits, local NGOs, governments or for-profit 
companies.  The Tides Foundation (California) and ADM Capital Foundation (Hong Kong) are examples 
of organizations which can provide similar services. 

                                                      
26 In the US, individuals may receive tax deductions for donations to private foundations, to the extent of 30% oftheir Adjusted 
Gross Income (AGI) for cash gifts and 20% of AGI for appreciated property. 
27 Non-profits with which Rockefeller has an existing relationship or that are well-known and well-established 
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CTF Disbursement 
 
In order to benefit from the network synergies that can be created by managing a group of protected areas 
as a network, groups funding conservation in the Cardamoms must agree to a coordinated strategy for 
implementing conservation activities. Economies of scale can be captured only if the area is organized as 
a network that shares common costs and infrastructure; CI and FFI, as well as their government 
counterparts, should work and operate out of one main office in Phnom Penh. In terms of receiving and 
distributing funds, the CTF will utilize a phased approach.   

Phase One: Disbursement through existing NGOs 
The newly created 501(c)(3), or equivalent organization, would distribute funds through the existing 
partners. It will be important to make the government and other stakeholders aware of the phased 
approach to avoid the perception among stakeholders that the strategic direction of the fund is being 
unduly influenced by the principal NGOs that distribute the fund. That being said, phase one is generally 
how funds are currently distributed for conservation efforts in the Cardamoms; the majority currently 
being funded by international donors that provide grants to CI and FFI through their respective local 
offices (with Memoranda of Understanding with the FA and MoE). Once a formal protected area network 
authority/implementing entity can be defined and established the process could shift to phase two.  

Phase Two: Disbursement through a new in-country counterpart 
The 501(c)(3) would work with a new in-country organization acting as the principal implementer. This 
new organization, as the Cardamom PA network authority, would become the lead in-country 
organization that disburses CTF funds.  This creates in-country capacity to disburse funding and manage 
grant-making. The in-country Cambodian organization could be established as a new international NGO 
or a national-level authority. There is precedence for establishing a national authority to manage 
conservation objectives in Cambodia: the Tonle Sap Basin Authority (TSBA) was established by royal 
decree in 2007 to coordinate management, conservation, and development of the Tonle Sap Basin areas.   
 
Figure 4. CTF Disburse through existing NGOs (Phase 1) and then a new in-country entity (Phase 2) 
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Note that in both of the above structures the actual conservation program implementation will take place 
as a coordinated, network effort. In other words, while the funds may channel through organizations 
individually, the actual conservation efforts will be done together as discussed in the Network Scenario.  
 
Phase one will likely take place for the first five years and then option two from then on. A brief example 
timeline of the conservation costs, funding sources, disbursement policy, and implementing organizations 
is provided in Chart 11.  
 
Chart 11. Example Timeline of Network Scenario CTF Efforts 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Costs $1,616,666 $1,236,007 $1,297,004 $1,535,310 $1,489,508 $1,672,435 $1,317,416 $1,413,486 $1,730,248 $1,641,011
Funding Sources

Government $109,854 $114,248 $118,818 $123,571 $128,514 $133,654 $139,000 $144,560 $150,343 $156,356
Funding   $764,689 -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            
Endowment Fund $285,000 $288,270 $291,537 $294,799 $298,054 $301,300 $304,534 $307,755 $310,959 $314,145
Sinking Fund $457,123 $833,489 $886,649 $1,116,940 $1,062,941 $656,809 -            -            -            -            
Other (remaining gap) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $580,673 $873,881 $961,171 $1,268,946 $1,170,509

Disbursement Groups
Implementing Groups

CI and FFI
CI, FFI, FA, MoE, Other NGOs

Authority
FA, MoE, Other NGOs/technical advisors as necessary  

Fund Board & Governance 
 
At the core of a successful CTF is a fair and transparent governance system, marked by a dedicated, 
competent board of directors that is free of conflicts of interest and subject to a system of checks and 
balances. Those who govern the operations of the fund should have a strong sense of ownership, indicated 
by their commitment of time, leadership, and objectivity when making decisions.  
 
It is essential that board members be chosen to serve in their personal capacities and not as representatives 
of the interests of any particular outside organization. With that in mind, the steering committee must 
decide the size of the board and whether to give any of the main stakeholder groups -- government, the 
private sector, international donors, and NGOs -- a designated seat(s) on the board from which to serve 
their constituencies. Table 22 summarizes considerations for each group.  
 
Table 22. Considerations for Involving Stakeholder Groups on the Board of Directors 

Stakeholder 
Group 

Pros Cons 

Government Securing the explicit support from the national 
government is nearly always critical to CTF 
success. A minority representation or an ex-officio 
or non-voting role should be considered for high-
level policy-making officials such as a Minister of 
Environment.   

Designating a voting seat to a particular 
agency can make that agency feel 
entitled to receive grants from the CTF 
with a minimum of conditions attached.  
 

Private Sector The private sector can bring skills and resources in 
areas such as finance and marketing. They can help 
build collaboration with the business sector, provide 
a wealth of contacts, open up fundraising 
opportunities and build private sector confidence in 

Perception of compromise. 
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the CTF. 
International 
Donor 

Donor agencies may demand a designated board 
seat. The US Government is required by US law to 
have board representation until all USG 
contributions have been spent. The representative’s 
vote is required for changing the purposes of the 
fund or the composition of the board. 

Few CTF boards have more than a single 
international donor; having too many 
can lead to the loss of a sense of national 
ownership. The GEF actually refuses 
board membership as it would constitute 
a conflict of interest to manage an 
organization they supervise and 
evaluate. 

NGOs NGOs are important sources of on-the-ground, 
scientific expertise. In addition, NGO 
representatives can be seen as more trustworthy 
than government officials. 

Creating a designated NGO-seat on the 
board may create a conflict of interest; 
the seat may be used to lobby for funds 
toward the eco-regions or PAs in which 
the NGO works. 

 
Boards vary in size, between relatively large ones in Mexico, Brazil, and the Eastern Carpathians (14-18 
members) to smaller ones (5-9 members) in Bhutan, Peru, Uganda, Guatemala, Belize, South Africa and 
Jamaica.28  
 
John Adams, Director of the Arbor Group, a division of UBS Financial Services, which specializes in 
providing multi-manager investment consulting services worldwide for conservation trusts and 
endowment funds, leads a team providing Investment Management Consulting Services.  Adams’ 
viewpoint on trust fund boards is that on every board there are one to four people that get everything 
done, and that the remaining ten to 20 board members (depending on board size) simply observe at board-
member meetings and participate in up or down votes on decisions. Further, in Adams’ experience, the 
process of creating a large board that is seen to equitably represent each stakeholder community’s role is 
extremely time consuming, and efforts to both build it and manage it can be expensive.29  
 
There are numerous other mechanisms used by conservation trust funds to involve key actors and 
stakeholders following the fund’s establishment. For example, technical committees that focus on specific 
aspects of a fund’s program or management often include outside members. Project selection committees 
may work with representatives from indigenous peoples groups, community organizations, local and 
national government agencies, private businesses, the academic community, and international donor or 
NGO representatives, to make recommendations regarding grant-funding.  
 
In fact, funds that have various committees with a role in governance issues are often able to draw on 
these groups for candidates for board membership, as committee members who are not on the board have 
an opportunity to develop relationships with the trust fund and demonstrate what they can contribute.  
 
The initial Cardamom Mountains PA Network CTF Board size will be a small and focused group in the 
five to fifteen member range. Exact Board composition will be determined later.  

                                                      
28 GEF Secretariat, GEF Evaluation of Experience with Trust Funds (Global Environment Facility 1998) 
29 Interview with John Adams (June 2008) 
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Investment Management 
 
The investment management strategy of the CTF will ultimately be decided by the CTF board, and will 
depend on the capability of board members and its advisors to actively manage a portfolio of investments, 
the board’s appetite for risk, and a variety of other factors.  
 
This plan recommends the formation of a special investment committee that would be responsible for 
crafting the CTF’s investment strategy and policy, providing recommendations for the selection of 
appropriate asset managers, and monitoring the CTF’s investments.  
 
Second, once it is understood how and at what level the CTF will be capitalized, this committee should 
solicit a formal Request for Information (RFI) from a number of independent investment management 
organizations. The RFI should be designed to collect written information about the fees and capabilities of 
various financial institutions. As a result of an RFI, the CTF board should be able to review options for 
investment management on an apples-to-apples basis, and make informed decisions regarding its 
investment policy.   
 
This plan identifies five approaches to investment management that could be used alone or in 
combination to form the board’s investment policy. A sample list of capable investment management 
firms for CTFs can be found in Appendix 7. A snapshot of their services and costs, can be found in 
Appendix 8.  
 
The following Chart lists five possible approaches to investment management of the Cardamoms CTF.  

Institutional Investment Management Consulting 
Investment management consultants offer turn-key solutions to large endowments and trusts. They can 
advise on establishment, business and investment strategy; select, hire and oversee asset managers that 
cover a range of equity, fixed income, asset allocation, hedge fund strategies and real-estate; manage 
financial reporting and audit; and handle financial reporting. Their low fee structure reflects the size of 
assets their clients entrust to them, and there is typically a high threshold under which they will not take 
on new clients.  

Cooperative Style Mutual Fund  
Organizations such as The Investment Fund for Foundations (TIFF) manage a family of SEC-regulated 
multi-manager investment vehicles tailored specifically to meet the investment and reporting needs of 
endowed institutions and non-profits. Organized under a cooperative-model, TIFF’s size allows it to 
achieve some economies of scale. Cooperative members are represented on TIFF’s board, which is 
responsible for developing the overall investment policy of the organization.  

Mutual Fund  
Professionally managed mutual fund firms do offer services specifically for institutional investors. These 
firms operate according to traditional mutual fund models, collectively investing money from many 
investors in funds comprised of stocks, bonds, short-term money market instruments, and/or other 
securities.  
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Investment Management and Foundation Services 
There are several organizations that could act as the CTF’s 501(c)(3), assuming all its financial and 
administrative functions including international grant-making and investment management. These 
companies provide investment management advisory services from helping to craft the investment policy 
and guiding the CTF’s day-to-day asset management.  

Active Asset Management  
The CTF board would hire and manage one or a number of asset managers who would be responsible for 
investing the fund’s assets and reporting on investment performance. The board would be responsible for 
a variety of tasks related to transparently and effectively managing the CTFs assets, such as organizing 
custody with a bank and managing financial reporting. More information on best practices for hiring asset 
managers can be found in Appendix 9.  

Hybrid of Above Styles 
It is up to the discretion of the board to invest its assets using one or multiple approaches given its 
governing principles, its investment strategy and appetite for risk, its desire to diversify its assets in 
various asset classes and geographies, and its internal investment management capability.  

CTF Monitoring & Evaluation 
 
M&E is increasingly important to corporate and philanthropic donors who expect clear outputs from their 
‘social’ investments, and require transparency in both the CTF’s programmatic operations and financial 
controls. There will need to be two levels of monitoring and evaluation: one at the custody level, and one 
at the disbursement level. 

Custody level  
The Board of Directors, with input from the investment committee, will be responsible for overseeing the 
investment management of the CTF. An annual or semi-annual review of the investment manager(s) is 
important to ensure that the investment capital is being allocated to proper asset classes and securities that 
take into account both the risk and return characteristics of the CTF.   

Disbursement level 
Unless an early, deliberate and sustained effort is made to install and implement monitoring and 
evaluation (M&E) systems, they will take a back seat to immediate operational needs. Grantees will be 
required to collect relevant baseline data on biodiversity according to a logical framework before 
receiving grants, and both grantees and fund staff will participate in the monitoring and evaluation of 
project performance. 

CTF Fundraising 
 
In order to have a focused impact, the CTF will, at the start, exclusively support conservation in the 
Cardamoms Protected Area Network and its three PAs, the CCPF, PAWS and PSWS. Ultimately, 
however, the fund can be expanded, through the establishment of separate sub-accounts, to cover other 
national Cambodian PAs that have similar objectives. 
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Each new sub-account would require its own capital and could be set up, again, as an endowment, 
sinking, revolving or hybrid fund. This sub-account structure would allow donors interested in 
conservation in another geographic area to invest their money in a long-term sustainable financing 
vehicle, without compromising the integrity or changing the focus of the Cardamoms investment strategy. 
While set up individually, all accounts would be managed according to the CTF’s investment policy, and 
could benefit from possible economies of scale.    
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Appendix 1. Initial Assessment Summary 
 
As part of this plan development, Starling Resources (Starling) completed an extensive initial assessment 
and a full review of management plans, work plans, and other relevant documents, as well as in-depth 
interviews with key CI and FFI staff and additional stakeholders to gather the information necessary to 
complete a thorough Cardamom protected area network management and cost analysis. In addition to 
understanding the current status and situation of the three individual protected areas, Starling facilitated 
group discussions around the network approach to future conservation efforts in these areas. This 
included defining and agreeing to consistent objectives and functions across the areas, discussing the 
existing status of each area and current and potential threats, and developing scenario definitions and 
criteria. A full companion report detailing the findings and analysis based on these efforts can be found in 
the companion report to this plan, the Cardamom Mountain PA Network Analysis Report.30  
 
From this review and the discussions, Starling developed a financial model that forecasts the costs for 
three different scenarios. A review of the objectives, functions, and cost analysis is provided here.   

Objectives  
 
In order for PAs to be effective in achieving conservation goals, it is essential to define and establish 
specific and measurable objectives to work towards. The two Sanctuaries and the CCPF currently possess 
unique sets of purposes and visions. In order to move towards a network approach, consistent network-
level objectives were discussed and agreed upon by CI and FFI. A summary of the current and proposed 
are provided in Tables 23 and 24. 
 
Table 23. Current Objectives 

Current PSWS and PAWS Purpose  Current CCPF Vision 

• To protect and conserve representative examples of 
Cambodia’s biodiversity  

• To protect and conserve distinctive natural landscapes 

• To protect and conserve all kinds of plants and 
animal species, especially threatened and endangered 
species 

and the landscape in which they occur  
• To protect and conserve species of conservation value 

• To maintain a balance of natural resources for 
wildlife habitats for future generations 

and species at risk 
• To protect and conserve ecological and water 

catchment functions 

• To conduct scientific and technical research for the 
development of watershed and biodiversity 
conservation 

• To protect and conserve areas of outstanding natural 
beauty 

• To reduce soil runoff, erosion, siltation, and flooding 
and maintain catchment areas and water quality 

• To protect and conserve the cultural and spiritual 
values of the area 

• To enhance education, extension and community 
development 

• To protect and conserve educational and scientific 
resources  

• To maintain and develop ecotourism 
• To maintain existing cultural and historical sites 

• To protect and conserve the natural resources that 
support local community livelihoods  

 

 
                                                      
30 For a copy of this report please contact Starling Resources or ADM Capital Foundation.  
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Table 24. Network Objectives 

Proposed Network Objectives 

• Protect primary forest/habitat and threatened species 
• Maintain ecosystems services (hydrological, food systems, carbon, etc.) 
• Build National and global stakeholder (government, private sector,  etc.) appreciation and recognition of value of 

these resources  
• Build capacity of government and communities to manage the areas  
• Optimize community sustainable livelihoods  
• Maintain cultural and spiritual values 

Functions 
 
Similar to the objectives, each protected area currently possesses a number of focus areas or “functions.”  
These functions collectively aim to achieve the objectives and more specific functional goals. Overviews 
of the current and proposed functional components are provided in Tables 25 and Chart 26.  
 
Table 25. Current Functions 

Current PSWS and PAWS Management Programs Current CCPF Management Strategies 

• Protected area management and administration • Protected area policy and law 
• Conservation and protection of species, habitats,  

ecosystems and landscapes 
• Conservation of biodiversity and special 

ecosystems 
• Communities and livelihoods • Communities and livelihoods 
• Monitoring and research • Watershed management 
• Communication, information, awareness and     

education 
• Recreation and tourism 

 
Table 26. Proposed Functions 

Policy and Planning

Zoning and Enforcement

Research and Monitoring

Community Engagement and Livelihoods

Information, Education  &Communication (IEC)

Tourism

Finance & Administration 

p

 
 
Once these network functions were agreed upon, Starling facilitated a group exercise with CI and FFI 
staff to complete functional rankings for key issues and criteria that each function much reach to achieve 
network objectives.  This ranking, coupled with existing and potential threat information, to be discussed 
next, helps to guide the cost analysis and scenario setting process, and is meant as a starting point in the 
discussion of the status and priorities for conservation of the Cardamoms as well as the primary focus of 
the CTF.  
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Table 27. Functional Rankings and Interpretations  

 
The following charts provide a summary of the average score of each area across all functions, broken 
down by specified functional issues and then by personnel numbers and capacity.  
 
Table 28. Average Scores for Addressing Key Functional Issues 

Function PSWS PAWS CCPF 

Policy and Planning  3.8 2.5 3.0 
Zoning and Enforcement 2.8 1.8 2.6 
Research and Monitoring 4.0 2.5 2.8 
Community Engagement and Livelihoods 3.0 2.0 2.0 
Information, Education & Communication (IEC) 4.0 2.3 3.0 
Tourism 2.7 2.4 1.3 
Finance and Administration 4.0 1.8 3.8 
Average (giving all functions the same weight) 3.5 2.2 2.6 

 
Table 29. Average Scores for Current Personnel (per Function) Numbers and Capacity  

Function PSWS PAWS CCPF 

Policy and Planning  3.0 2.0 3.0 
Zoning and Enforcement 3.0 1.5 3.0 
Research and Monitoring 3.7 2.0 3.0 
Community Engagement and Livelihoods 3.0 1.5 3.0 
Information, Education & Communication (IEC) 3.5 1.5 3.5 
Tourism NA NA NA 
Finance and Administration 4.0 1.5 4.0 
Average (giving all functions the same weight) 3.4 1.7 3.3 

 
The results of the ranking show that, generally speaking, CCPF is operating between weak and strong, 
PSWS is operating between adequate and strong, and PAWS is operating between absent and weak.  

Threats and Challenges 
 
In order to determine the functional requirements going forward, it is also important to understand the 
current and potential threats and challenges. Knowledge of the threats and challenges and the current 

Ranking Name Interpretation 

4 Strong The PA adequately addresses the functional component/resource allocation required 
(component), at a level necessary to secure more than minimum objectives. 

3 Adequate The PA addresses the component at a level to secure, at most, the minimum 
objectives. 

2 Weak The PA addresses the component, but not at a level necessary to secure minimum 
objectives. 

1 Absent The PA does not address the component at this time.  
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functional status across each of the areas provides a strong basis from which to develop accurate scenarios 
during the cost modeling process.  
 
The current threats and challenges, and a ranking of each, are provided in Table 30. 
 
Table 30. Current Threats and Challenges 

Threat PSWS PAWS CCPF 

Overall threat level Moderate to High Moderate to High Low 
Population pressure Low to High Low to High Low 
Development pressure Low Low to High Low 
Logging High High Low 
Mining High Moderate Low 
Hydroelectric dams High Low Moderate 
Hunting and trade High High Low to Moderate 
Pollution Moderate Low Low 
Land grabbing High High Low to Moderate 
Other Challenges ▫ Stakeholder 

Cooperation 
▫ Stakeholder 

Cooperation 
▫ Stakeholder 

Cooperation 
 ▫ Military presence 

▫ Upholding PA laws 
▫ Military presence 
▫ Upholding PA laws 

▫ Upholding FA laws 

 ▫ Funding ▫ Funding  

 ▫ MoE capacity/ 
motivation 

▫ MoE capacity/ 
motivation 

 

 
The two Sanctuaries are exposed to far greater threats than the CCPF. The location of the CCPF – 
buffered by PSWS and PAWS – as well as the limited access points generally limit human-induced 
threats. Given the high threat levels in the Sanctuaries, it will be important to ensure that adequate 
enforcement personnel and resources, as well as policy and planning support, are available to reduce the 
impact from mining, dams, hunting and trade, and other human-induced threats.  

Other Characteristics 
 
The following table provides an overview of each of the areas unique sizes, populations, ecological 
profiles, and stakeholder information. 
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Table 31. Snapshot Comparison of Protected Areas in the Cardamoms31 
 PSWS  PAWS  CCPF 

Legal Status Protect Area Protected Area Protected Forest 
Governing Agencies  Department of Nature Conservation and 

Protection (DNCP), Ministry of Environment 
(MoE) 

Wildlife Protection Office of the 
Forestry Administration (FA), 
Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry 
and Fisheries (MAFF) 

Demographic Profile    
Size (hectares) 333,800  253,600  401,313 
Population  13,295 15,867 Approx. 2,000 
Villages 45 56 8 communes 
Ecological Profile    
Total Species ( % Threatened)    341 (9%) 288 (14%) 433 (7%) 
Mammals 41 (50%) 57 (35%) 66 (26%) 
Birds 173 (4%) 93 (10%) 174 (7%) 
Reptiles 41 (10%) 62 (15%) 74 (5%) 
Amphibians 44 33  32 
Fish 42 43  44 
Stakeholders ▫ CI (high) 
Primary stakeholders and 
PA/Conservation 
Policy Influence 

▫ FA (high) 
▫ Provincial/District Authority 

(low) 
 ▫ Communities (mod.) 
 

▫ FFI (moderate) 
▫ MoE (high) 
▫ Provincial/District Authority (moderate) 
▫ Communities (low) 
▫ Businesses  (moderate) 
▫ Council of Min (high) ▫ Military Police (low) 

Definitions: Scenarios and other Assumptions 
 
Once the objectives and functions were agreed upon, and the current functional status, threat levels and 
unique characteristics understood, it was possible to begin developing the cost model. The cost modeling 
process enables the creation of several scenarios, to guide decision making on priorities, resource 
allocation, etc. This provides outputs for each of the scenarios, allowing practitioners to consider different 
ways to proceed with the management and financing plan for the Cardamoms. The three scenarios are 
listed in the chart below. 
 
Table 32. Scenario Definitions 

Scenario Definition 

1. Status Quo Represents existing and future activities based on work plans and management plans. 

2. Basic Minimum Represents the minimum level of personnel, assets, and activities to ensure that ecological 
resources are stabilized and minimal levels of PA objectives are met. This does not 
consider network-level synergies. 

3.Network Represents the minimum level of personnel, assets, and activities to ensure ecological 
resources are stabilized and minimal levels of PA objectives are met. Considers ways to 
reduce costs, including through network-level synergies.  

                                                      
31 Information gathered during assessment meetings with CI and FFI in March 2008. 



Cardamom Mountains Protected Area Network · Conservation Trust Fund Business Plan 
 

 
October 2008  57 | P a g e  
 

Appendix 2: Proposed PA Functions 

Policy & Planning 
 
Definition: Policy refers to the efforts related to securing support from the local, regional, and national 
governments. Policy work is generally centered on relationship-building with government authorities, 
advocating certain policies, and generally supporting the creation and implementation of PA law. 
Planning refers to the decision making processes that set the strategic vision and translate the vision into 
day-to-day activities of the PA. It is the development and periodic review of the actual management and 
financial plan through systematic monitoring and evaluation of a PA’s indicators of success in achieving 
its objectives. 
 
Goals: 

• Develop a clear process for determining and communicating collective PA policy views to the 
government 

• Develop a conservation fund  
• Implement consistent and effective management plans in each area  
• Develop a sustainable vision to guide a balanced approach to conservation and development. 
• Form a planning board (FFI, CI, FA, MoE) to agree to priorities and drive consistent actions. 

Zoning & Enforcement 
 
Definition: Zones are delineated areas where selected areas can take place. Zoning provides the basis for 
management and enforcement of the PA. The enforcement team, which should have sufficient training, 
resources, and supplies, enforces the PA and ensures that PA laws are upheld. 
 
Goals: 

• Develop government (FA and MoE) capacity to conduct enforcement of the protected areas  
• Develop stronger judicial processes to ensure violators of PA laws are penalized appropriately 
• Build awareness among stakeholders and communities of the zoning plans and PA laws  
• Complete demarcation of the external borders of the CCPF, PSWS, and PAWS  
• Complete demarcation of the internal zones within the CCPF, PSWS, and PAWS 

Research & Monitoring 
 
Definition: Research and monitoring refers to the collection and analysis of specific social, economic, 
ecological, and biophysical data. This information should be used to identify ecosystem and community 
dynamics and to prescribe priorities for conservation activities. This data collection is ideally linked to the 
PA program monitoring and evaluation component to help quantify the realization of PA objectives and 
goals. 
 
Goals: 

• Develop standard research and monitoring protocols to be used across the entire 
network/landscape 

• Develop a localized database and GIS for all stakeholders to share information  
• Build local capacity to conduct research and monitoring activities  
• Maintain updated information on the biodiversity characteristics of the area as well 

socioeconomic data to monitor progress of  biodiversity enhancement and community wellbeing 
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Community Engagement & Livelihoods 
 
Definition: Community engagement includes working with communities to improve overall community 
welfare. Livelihoods refers to conservation-enabling livelihoods that are financially feasible and whose 
viability is assured by the sustained use of natural resources. This involved identifying, developing, and 
supporting current and additional community-driven livelihood activities. Community engagement and 
livelihoods may also involve the development of incentive agreement structures. 
 
Goals: 

• Gain community support for abiding by Protected Forest and Sanctuary laws  
• Develop and assist with sustainable livelihoods  
• Partner with local organizations to implement engagement (social, health, etc.) and livelihood 

programs  

Information, Education & Communication (IEC) 
 
Definition: Information, Education and Communication (IEC) is the dissemination of information and 
the creation and operation of awareness-building activities that communicate critical messages to the 
PA’s stakeholders, including local communities and governmental organizations, as well as national and 
International communities. 
 
Goals: 

• Disseminate information and build awareness about the Cardamoms landscape 
• Host film festivals and other events that engage local people and educate them about the 

Cardamoms and conservation in general 

Tourism 
 
Definition: Tourism refers to activities that enable the PA to generate revenues from tourism, such as 
developing marketing materials or advertising campaigns to attract visitors, constructing facilities to be 
used by tourists (e.g. visitor/educational centers, trails, restrooms, picnic tables, etc.), and encouraging 
environmentally-friendly business practices among tourism businesses. 
 
Goals: 

• Engage local tourism operators to consider developing tourism trips to the Cardamoms  
• Explore various tourism possibilities within the Cardamoms  
• Raise awareness and capacity for target communities within the Cardamoms 

Finance & Administration 
 
Definition: Finance and administration are responsible for budgets, operations, logistics, and general 
administrative functions. This also includes general human resource functions. 
 
Goals: 

• Provide operational and logistical support in Phnom Penh and for the field offices  
• Maintain updated and accurate accounting records  
• Oversee a straightforward and consistent budgeting policy  
• Provide human resource functions 
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Appendix 3: Network Scenario PA Network Financial Statements 
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Appendix 4: Declaration on Supplemental Pay (Ministry of Finance, April 2007 - scanned) 
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Appendix 5: Payments for Environmental Services (PES)  
 
Payments for ecosystem services (PES) refer to a transaction between ecosystem service beneficiaries and 
the landholders/people that help to secure these services. More specifically, the ecosystem service 
beneficiaries make direct, contractual, and conditional payments to local landholders and people that 
secure ecosystem conservation and restoration.  
 
In the case of the Cardamoms, three (3) PES schemes have strong potential to contribute to the 
conservation effort. These include REDD, payments from hydropower dams, and tourism.  Each of these 
are discussed here in general and in the context of the Cardamoms CTF and, more generally, to the larger 
Cardamoms PA Network financing strategy.  
 
In addition to these PES schemes, there is also a direct payment mechanism in place in the CCPF. Here, 
CI utilizes conservation incentive agreements whereby CI pays local communities in the CCPF for 
protecting certain areas or species. These agreements require funding from CI and therefore conservation 
dollars, which are raised through general program fundraising for these types of mechanisms worldwide.  

REDD 
 
The Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Degradation (REDD) mechanism offers the potential to 
achieve multiple benefits in the areas of climate change mitigation, biodiversity protection, and 
sustainable development. The general principle of REDD is that developing countries would receive 
credits from decreasing emissions from forest degradation and loss. These credits could then be sold to 
interested parties, and part of the profits generated could be channeled into conservation and protection 
efforts. Protected areas could have a role to play in REDD by reducing national-scale deforestation 
through strengthening protection within existing protected areas and/or declaring new forest areas.32  
 
In fact, studies have shown that protected areas are effective in reducing deforestation relative to their 
surroundings, even if they don’t eliminate it entirely. That being said, existing studies have rarely looked 
at the issue of leakage; while protected areas may reduce deforestation within their borders, deforestation 
pressure may be displaced elsewhere. Studies that have not estimated leakage may overstate the success 
of protected areas, particularly in the context of REDD, where the aim is to reduce total greenhouse gas 
emissions.33   
 
In addition to the concern about leakage, REDD faces other challenges, such as governance issues, the 
question of how to deal with ex-post payments but up-front costs, and equity concerns regarding 
revenue/profit sharing with the private sector, communities, and government. Developing and 
implementing successful REDD projects will need to figure out a way to address each of these, and 
additional, challenges. These projects will also need to bring together a diverse set of stakeholders 
including private sector investors, governments, communities, and implementing agencies (e.g., NGOs).  

                                                      
32 Coad, L., Campbell, A., Clark, S., Bolt, K. Roe, D., Miles, L. 2008. Protecting the future: carbon, forests, protected areas and 
local livelihoods. Revised May 2008. UNEP World Conservation Monitoring Centre, Cambridge, U.K.  
33 Clark, S., Bolt, K., Campbell, A. (2008). Protected Areas: an effective tool to reduce emissions from deforestation in 
developing countries? Working Paper, UNEP World Conservation Monitoring Centre, Cambridge, U.K.  
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Many organizations feel that these challenges will find solutions and a number of companies and 
investment funds are making investments in REDD ahead of UNFCC policy. These investments are being 
made by a number of groups for various reasons, such as: 
 
1. For-profit investing by private firms (e.g., venture capital, institutional) where they buy certified 

emission reduction (CER) credits (go “long”) betting that they can profit by selling at a higher price 
in the future.  

2. For profit investing by private firms where they buy CER credits with the intention to sell to 
wholesale or retail divisions either internally or externally at the same, or higher, price.  

3. For-profit co-branding by companies that wish to portray a green image by purchasing CER credits to 
become “carbon neutral” or simply to reduce their carbon emissions.  

4. Pre-compliance projects for the US and EU markets. 
 
A handful of REDD projects are currently being implemented around the world. Here are a few examples:  
 
• For-profit institutional investing: Merrill Lynch, Carbon Conservation, Fauna & Flora International, 

and Government of Nanggroe Aceh Darussalam. For-profit project developer Carbon Conservation, 
the local Government of Nanggroe Aceh Darussalam (Aceh), and the civil society Fauna & Flora 
International are developing a 750,000 hectare avoided deforestation project in northern Aceh that is 
funded partially through forward sales of avoided deforestation credits bought by Merrill Lynch. 
Merrill Lynch has committed $9 million USD to the purchase of these credits. Pricing is suggested to 
be between $6 - $12 metric ton CO2 equivalents (mtCO2e). Merrill Lynch intends to re-sell these 
credits through its wholesale and retail brokerage arms.34  
  

• Pre-compliance projects for the U.S. and E.U.: Canopy Capital, Iwokrama, and the Prince’s 
Rainforests Project. Private equity firm Canopy Capital in conjunction with Iwokrama and the 
Prince’s Rainforests Project bought the rights to 341,000 hectares of tropical forest in Guyana for 
roughly $2 million USD. The credits may be developed to be sold into the U.S. and E.U. compliance 
markets as “credit for early action” once the trading markets in the U.S. and E.U. support avoided 
deforestation projects.35  
 

• Corporate efforts to become carbon neutral: Marriot International, Government of Amazonas, and 
Sustainable Amazon Foundation. Marriot International is donating $2 million USD to the Sustainable 
Amazon Foundation over the next three years to develop a project to protect an endangered corner of 
the Amazon on behalf of the Government of the State of Amazonas. These avoided deforestation 
credits will allow Marriot International to decrease their global carbon footprint.36  

 

                                                      
34 http://www.ml.com/index.asp?id=7695_7696_8149_88278_95339_96307 
35 http://news.mongabay.com/2008/0327-iwokrama.html 
36 http://money.cnn.com/2008/04/07/magazines/fortune/marriott_amazon.fortune/index.htm?postversion=2008040807 
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Cardamom’s Context 
The Cardamoms PA Network is able to pursue a REDD strategy due to estimated annual rate of 
deforestation in Cardamoms: 0.194%37. While the CCPF has had close to zero percent deforestation over 
the past few years, a REDD strategy in the Cardamoms would likely include all three areas; by increasing 
protection of the two Sanctuaries, there is a high possibility of leakage into CCPF if it too is not protected 
and included in the strategy.   
 
Fauna & Flora International (FFI) and Macquarie Bank recently formed a three year Task Force to pursue 
at least six REDD projects in sites across Asia, Africa, and South America. The Cardamoms PA Network 
is one of the potential sites for a REDD project. While it is still too early to attach specific figures to the 
cost or revenue implications of such a project, it can be discussed in general terms.  
 
If a REDD strategy was to be pursued in the Cardamoms PA Network, additional cost analyses would 
need to take place to ensure that the relevant factors and considerations for various verification 
mechanisms, such as CCB and VCS, were taken into account; the costing exercise completed for the 
purpose of this plan focuses solely on what people, assets, and other resources are required to achieve a 
minimum level of PA objectives across the network, and it does not look at issues of reforestation or 
additionality. On the revenue side, analyses would also need to be conducted to understand the carbon 
stock in the areas, approximate profit sharing composition among the partners involved, and how to 
market and sell the credits. Assuming the revenue potential outweighs the increased costs to ensure the 
success of these projects, the profit generated from REDD credits could lead to increased funding for 
conservation activities in the Cardamoms PA Network through: 
 

1. improved government capacity to provide funding with their portion of the profit, or 
2. through direct contributions from the sale of credits via FFI or Macquarie.  

 
This potential funding could contribute to the larger PA financing strategy by helping to cover specific 
costs. More specifically, the REDD contribution would most likely go to covering the forest protection 
element (zoning & enforcement) of the Cardamoms PA Network, allowing the CTF to shift focus to 
covering the other functions.38 For example, assuming a REDD project was designed and implemented in 
2009, credits were generated starting in 2010, and that the REDD profit channeling back into 
conservation was sufficient to cover all of the zoning and enforcement costs, the net funding required 
would look like this: 
 
Chart 12. Net Funding Required Assuming REDD covers all Zoning & Enforcement Costs (Network 
Scenario) 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Annual PA Costs $1,616,666 $1,236,007 $1,297,004 $1,535,310 $1,489,508 $1,672,435 $1,317,416 $1,413,486 $1,730,248 $1,641,011
Costs covered by REDD $0 $734,310 $767,006 $920,723 $892,935 $1,204,253 $913,733 $977,150 $1,182,920 $1,136,354
Annual PA Costs after REDD $1,616,666 $501,697 $529,998 $614,587 $596,573 $468,182 $403,682 $436,336 $547,328 $504,657
Exising Funding/Government cont. $874,543 $114,248 $118,818 $123,571 $128,514 $133,654 $139,000 $144,560 $150,343 $156,356
Net funding required $742,123 $387,449 $411,180 $491,016 $468,059 $334,528 $264,682 $291,776 $396,985 $348,300  
                                                      
37 Per FFI REDD team.  In addition, the FFI REDD team currently estimates annual emissions from deforestation in the 
Cardamoms to be 763,000 t CO2, and is projecting REDD revenue at carbon price of USD 5, or  3.8 million annually. Contact 
FFI for further information on their analysis. 
38 The seven PA functions are: policy & planning, zoning & enforcement, research & monitoring, community engagement & 
livelihoods, information, education & communication, tourism, and finance & administration.  



Cardamom Mountains Protected Area Network · Conservation Trust Fund Business Plan 
 

 
October 2008  66 | P a g e  
 

 
In this case, REDD would cover between $734,000 and $1.2 million dollars a year starting in 2010, 
leaving the net funding required at a reasonable level of $265,000 to $491,000 a year. The CTF and 
financing strategy would therefore need to address this need as well as the $742,000 need in 2009.  
 
Assuming a $9.5 million CTF was established, the reduced net funding required amounts would justify 
setting up a 100% endowment, versus the 60% endowment and 40% sinking fund discussed in this plan. 
The cash flows for a $9.5 million CTF with 100% allocated to an endowment are shown in chart 13.  
 
Chart 13. CTF with 100% endowment after reducing Annual PA costs to account for REDD 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Beginning Balances

Endowment $9,500,000 $9,649,000 $9,894,779 $10,132,985 $10,306,930 $10,514,742 $10,869,391 $11,317,724 $11,769,503 $12,146,818
Revenue

Endowment $760,000 $771,920 $791,582 $810,639 $824,554 $841,179 $869,551 $905,418 $941,560 $971,745
Expenses

Financial Management Cost $76,000 $77,192 $79,158 $81,064 $82,455 $84,118 $86,955 $90,542 $94,156 $97,175
Fund Management Body Expenses $60,000 $61,500 $63,038 $64,613 $66,229 $67,884 $69,582 $71,321 $73,104 $74,932

Available Fund for Grants 
Endowment $624,000 $633,228 $649,387 $664,961 $675,870 $689,177 $713,015 $743,555 $774,300 $799,639

Total Grants made
Endowment $475,000 $387,449 $411,180 $491,016 $468,059 $334,528 $264,682 $291,776 $396,985 $348,300

Implied % disbursement 5% 4% 4% 5% 5% 3% 2% 3% 3% 3%
Net Funding Required $267,123 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Net Funding Required $267,123
Net Funding Required (NPV) $247,336  
 
In this case, the only net funding required is in 2009 when the shortfall is $267,123. This could be 
covered by traditional donor funding or by shifting a small percentage of the endowment to a sinking fund 
or one-time specific sub-account within the CTF. Creating a sinking fund or one-time specific sub-
account would be a prudent idea, regardless of the current need; given that the financial projections are 
based on certain assumptions, it is wise to create financial mechanisms in the event that, for example, the 
CTF endowment is unable to return the assumed 8% per year.  
 
Shifting to a 95% endowment and 5% sinking fund would cover all costs through 2018 and end the 
projection period with an $11.3 million endowment and $393,000 sinking fund. This setup would also 
give the Cardamoms PA Network access to $222,000-393,000 per year in the sinking fund in the event 
that there are lower-than-expected investment returns from the fund, unforeseen expenses, or a reduced 
contribution from REDD; the sinking fund would essentially serve as a back-up source of funding in the 
event that currently assumed sources are lower-than-expected or that expenses are higher-than-expected.   
 
An overview of the cash flow of a 95% endowment and 5% sinking fund are provided in chart 14.  
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Chart 14. CTF with 95% endowment and 5% sinking fund after reducing Annual PA costs to account for 
REDD 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Beginning Balances

Endowment $9,025,000 $9,163,550 $9,374,376 $9,575,113 $9,721,153 $9,886,788 $10,196,224 $10,596,089 $10,995,911 $11,317,527
Sinking $475,000 $222,127 $239,898 $259,089 $267,556 $288,961 $312,078 $337,044 $364,007 $393,128

Revenue
Endowment $722,000 $733,084 $749,950 $766,009 $777,692 $790,943 $815,698 $847,687 $879,673 $905,402
Sinking $38,000 $17,770 $19,192 $20,727 $21,405 $23,117 $24,966 $26,964 $29,121 $31,450

Expenses
Financial Management Cost $72,200 $73,308 $74,995 $76,601 $77,769 $79,094 $81,570 $84,769 $87,967 $90,540
Fund Management Body Expenses $60,000 $61,500 $63,038 $64,613 $66,229 $67,884 $69,582 $71,321 $73,104 $74,932

Available Fund for Grants 
Endowment $589,800 $598,276 $611,918 $624,795 $633,694 $643,964 $664,547 $691,597 $718,601 $739,930
Sinking $513,000 $239,898 $259,089 $279,816 $288,961 $312,078 $337,044 $364,007 $393,128 $424,578

Total Grants made
Endowment $451,250 $387,449 $411,180 $478,756 $468,059 $334,528 $264,682 $291,776 $396,985 $348,300

Implied % disbursement 5% 4% 4% 5% 5% 3% 3% 3% 4% 3%
Sinking $290,873 $0 $0 $12,260 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Net Funding Required $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Net Funding Required $0
Net Funding Required (NPV) $0  

Hydropower Dams 
 
Payment for ecosystem services from hydropower dams is a fairly recent phenomenon in developing 
countries. For example, there is currently a pilot study underway in Vietnam that will last until 2010 and 
hopes to:  
 
• Establish a basis for the development of the legal framework for a national policy on payment for the 

forest environmental services to be applied in Vietnam, 
• Clearly define the responsibilities and benefits of the providers and users of forest environmental 

services, 
• Socialize and mainstream the forestry sector in support of the national economy, and 
• Mobilize additional resources from society to sustain protection and development of the forest.  
 
Chart x shows the organizations identified as service users, intermediaries, and owners/service providers. 
 
Table33. Vietnam – Key Aspects of the Pilot PES Policy  

Service Users Intermediaries Owners/Service Providers  
• Water Supply Companies 
• Hydropower Plants 
• Organizations & individuals 

conducting ecotourism 
businesses with resident tourism 
offices 

• Provincial People’s Committee 
SCs and WGs 

• Provincial Forest Protection and 
Development Fund 

• Forest Management Boards 
• Mass organizations/CCUs 

• The Management Boards of 
protection forests 

• The Management Boards of 
special use Forests 

• Economic organizations 
managing production forests 

• Households and individuals 
living in these areas 

• Village communities 
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This type of study, while time consuming and most likely quite costly, will be required for other countries 
to allow for the successful implementation of PES schemes.  

Cambodia Context 
While economic growth has averaged 11% over the past three years, 30% of the 14 million people still 
earn less than a dollar a day.39 Low levels of electricity coupled with low income levels make it difficult 
for Cambodians to access spiraling electricity prices (some of the highest in the world, according to the 
World Bank). Only 20% of Cambodian households currently have access to electricity and most of this is 
in Phnom Penh where approximately 85% of residents have access to reliable power.40  In order to ensure 
that strong economic growth continues, the government is committed to increasing their electricity 
generating power, mainly through a combination of hydropower plants and coal-powered plants. Ith 
Praing, Cambodia’s energy secretary said that “Outsiders always raise environmental issues, but we need 
electricity. We must develop our country. We must use our resources rather than buying oil… Every 
sector needs electric power. When we have electricity at a reasonable price, development will come 
along,” adding the government forecasts that by 2030, 70 percent of Cambodian families will have 
electricity.41  
 
In order to begin this initiative, the Cambodian government recently approved the development of two 
hydropower dams by Chinese firms, for a total cost of approximately $1 billion. The government report to 
parliament indicates that nine other dams of various sizes will be opened between 2010 and 2019 to 
generate 1,942 MW of power, and that it also plans to build nine coal-powered plants between 2011 and 
2020.42  
 
Conservation International and their partners have recently started to investigate the ecosystem service 
value for the river systems and watersheds in areas where the hydropower development is being planned 
in the Cardamom Mountains.  It is expected that at some point payments from these developments may 
start flowing as revenues to the protected areas and offset the financing requirements from outside 
sources; however, given the long term nature of such planning and the lack of available data at this stage 
we did not build these potential revenues into the analysis for this plan. 

Tourism 
 
Tourism is an obvious source of PES revenue in many protected areas globally. A wide variety of clear 
and acceptable tourism fee payment collection mechanisms and programs exist, from entrance fees, to 
activity-based fees (trekking, scuba, etc) to government regulated tax and service fee structures. 

                                                      
39 Chinese-funded hydro-dams bring hope and fear to Cambodia. AFP. June 28, 2008. 
http://afp.google.com/article/ALeqM5hlun-PmvL0cfZ8P1lzML0ZrP31BA  
40 Cambodia’s Hydropower Development and China’s Involvement. International Rivers & Rivers Coalition in Cambodia. 
January 2008.  
41 Ibid. 
42 Ibid. 
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Cambodia Context 
The Cardamom Mountains have a great deal of biologically interesting and scenically pleasing attributes 
that could lend to a successful tourism operation. A number of studies have cataloged these attributes and 
tourism potential opportunities: 
 
• William Fox.  A Discussion Paper Examining Ecotourism, Nature-based and Community based 

Tourism Opportunities for Phnom Samkos and Phnom Aural Wildlife Sanctuaries.  FFI, October 
2004. 

• Tourism Development International. Ecotourism Assessment In The Cardamom Mountain Range, 
Cambodia.  February 2006. 

• Management Plans for Phnom Samkos and Phnom Aural Wildlife Sanctuaries.  FFI, November 2006. 
 
The International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED) conducted a review, albeit limited, 
of the tourism earnings potential in the two Sanctuaries.43 It included a chart with daily visitor fees 
ranging from $2-$50 and visitor nights sold ranging from 500 to 4,000. This shows that the earnings 
potential is anywhere between $1,000/year and $200,000/year. IIED notes that the areas themselves 
exhibit a number of factors that will, at least in the short term, inhibit development of tourism.  The most 
important of these limitations are: 
 
• Access to the Sanctuaries, and then within them, is difficult; 
• There is also a (valid, in some cases) concern regarding security.  This concern is mainly focussed on 

the numbers of landmines and other unexploded devices remaining from various conflicts; 
• At the present time there is a real lack of products on offer, in terms of both places to stay and skilled 

guides. 
 
The study was focused on the two Sanctuaries but it can be assumed that the CCPF limitations and 
earnings potential are likely quite similar. While tourism could contribute to the sustainable financing of 
the Cardamoms Network, it will likely take several years to develop and would probably only contribute 
at a minimal level for the foreseeable future.  Tourism revenues have not been taken into account in this 
plan. 
 

                                                      
43 International Institute for Environment and Development.  2007.  Sustainable Financing of Protected Areas in Cambodia: 
Phnom Aural and Phnom Samkos Wildlife Sanctuaries.  Cambodia. 
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Appendix 6: Donor Funding Criteria 
 
 GCF GEF 
Country 
Eligibility 

N/A Country be a party to relevant convention  
(UNFCCC, CBD, UNCCD, SC) and be in 
conformity with eligibility criteria decided by 
the COPs 

Proposal Length  15 pages (excl. appendices) N/A 
Project 
Summary 

 Brief description of the protected area(s) 
to be supported and whether GCF funds 
have been used to support the creation or 
expansion of the area(s) 

 At least one basic map, outlining the 
location site(s) at the country level, and 
detailed site-level map(s) highlighting 
boundaries, surrounding land use, and 
nearby PAs 

 A description of the biodiversity value 
of the area, focusing on presence of 
globally threatened and restricted-range 
species, key habitat features, and 
ecological functions 

 Brief description of proposed project 
activities, including an explanation on how 
the activities would result in project 
outputs, outcomes. 
Sector issues, root causes, threats, barriers, 
etc, affecting global environment. 

 Describe project outputs/outcomes (and 
related activities and costs) that result in: 
a) global environmental benefits; b) joint 
global and national environmental 
benefits; and c) national environmental 
benefits. 

 Identify possible project risk, analyze the 
risk and proposed risk mitigation 
measures. 

Project Budget Bottom-up Incremental Approach: 
 Personnel  costs 
 Equipment and Maintenance 
 Enforcement and surveillance 
 Monitoring, evaluation and research 
 Miscellaneous  
 Total annual cost required to effectively 

manage the PA 

Incremental Cost Approach:  
 Determine costs covered locally, and 

describe the process used to jointly 
estimate incremental cost with in-country 
project partner 

 Determine total cost of conservation 
 Determine incremental project cost = total 

cost of project  - cost of the baseline 
(If incremental cost is presented as a range, 
then a brief explanation of challenges and 
constraints) 

 Itemization of international and local 
consultants including a budget and an 
attachment outlining their roles and 
functions, and position titles. 

PA workplans   
Management 
Plan 

Required Required 

Financing 
Plan   

Required, including matching requirement Financing Plan  - 
 Co-financing table with all the sources of 

financing, types, classifications, etc. 
Indication of level of co-financing that is 
certain at concept stage, and the amount 
that is uncertain and that will be confirmed 
at work program inclusion. 

 If private sector is engaged, identify the 
role and contribution of the private sector 
to the project  

Fund Structure   
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Capitalization  Total amount of funding required, 
amount capitalized through GCF 

 Financing mechanism used 

Type of financing instrument and alternate 
project approaches considered and discarded. 

Decision 
Making 
 

 Board Make-up 
 Appointment of Officers and Directors 
 Investment Policy with guidelines that 

adhere to Investment Guidelines that 
adhere to “Investment Guidelines for 
Trusts and Other Long-Term Financing 
Vehicles” 

 Fund Distribution Policy 
By-laws of Entity or JV Agreement 

 

Custody All capital committed by GCF generally 
must be maintained in an off-shore and/or 
US or European based investment account 
and be managed by an investment manager 
of international standing. 

 
\ 

  Methods for effectively disbursing funds 
towards the target protected area.  

 At least two bank accounts. All capital 
will be maintained in an off-shore and/or 
US or Europe based investment account. 
Funds available for distribution will be 
transferred to a second, locally based 
account. 

 Proof of 501c3 or equivalent status 

 
 

Monitoring & 
Evaluation  

Methods for evaluation of performance and 
long-term impact(s) of the mechanism 

Concrete and fully budgeted M&E Plan 
 Detailed budget 
 Organizational set up  
 SMART indicators for project 

implementation and results. If no 
indicators are identified, an alternative 
monitoring plan that will deliver reliable 
and valid information for management 

 Identify reviews and evaluations to be 
undertaken (mid-term reviews/ evaluation 
of activities) 

 Baseline for the project-- description of the 
problem, with indicator data; if indicators 
are not identified, a plan for addressing 
this within one year 

 Description of how the project design has 
incorporated lessons from similar projects 
in the past. 

Costs  
Expected cost of development of the long-
term financing mechanism (i.e. legal fees, 
consultancies, workshops, etc.) and a 
timeline for activities. Please describe how 
the applicant anticipates financing these 
costs. 
Proof of tax exempt status 
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Financial 
Reporting 

Accounting questionnaire and copies of their 
recent annual audited financial statements 
(applicants with annual budget of $25MM or 
less) 

 

Stakeholder 
Involvement 

  

General  Describe how stakeholders have been involved 
in project development and design. Describe 
the approach for stakeholder involvement in 
further project development and 
implementation.   

Government  Role of local, national and regional 
government(s) and extent to their 
support for the project. Anticipated 
new/additional legislation required.  

 Documentation of Official Declaration 
of target protected area(s) 

 Other relevant legislation (e.g. logging 
concessions, fishing licenses) 

 Concept consistent with priorities of the 
country as identified in: National reports/ 
communications to Conventions, e.g., 
NIPs; 
National or sector development plans such 
as NBSAPs, energy sector plans 

 Recommendations of appropriate regional 
intergovernmental meetings or agreements. 

 Endorsement by national operational focal 
point   

Donor Identify donor organizations and other 
funding sources that are currently, or are 
projected to, provide long-term funding to 
the Target PAs. Identify type of funding 
from other donors (grant/loan, 
revolving/sinking, endowment 
capital.) Describe how these sources will be 
jointly applied to support management of the 
Target PAs. 

Letters of commitment from co-financiers, any 
other info on possible co-financing  

Community Further participatory processes required to 
ensure the project’s long-term success 
(public consultations, workshops, 
communication/awareness activities, etc.)? 

Description of how marginal groups are going 
to be involved in project implementation. 

Private sector Private Sector 
N/A 

Discuss whether avenues for directly engaging 
the private sector have been explored, and 
whether the project will influence private sector 
to contribute to future  

Sustainability   Describe specific actions, with work plan 
and budget, if any, to foster knowledge 
transfer (for e.g., dissemination of 
lessons, training workshops, information 
exchange, national and regional forum, 
etc. and provide the budget associated 
with these efforts.) 

 Describe specific actions to be 
undertaken, within and/or outside the 
project, to address factors that influence 
continuation of project benefits after 
completion of project implementation. 
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Appendix 7. Institutions with Asset Management Services 
 
The following firms represent examples of different asset management firms which either have, or can, 
manage Conservation Trust Fund investments and assets.  This list is by no means exhaustive—there are 
many qualified investment and asset managers that would be capable of supporting CTF investments. 
 
Firm Name / Contacts Contact Information 

 
ADM Capital 
Robert Appleby (ra@admcap.com) 
Christopher Botsford (cb@admcap.com)  

 

 
1008 ICBC Tower 
3 Garden Road, Central 
Hong Kong 
+852-2536-4567 
http://www.admcap.com/  

 

 
Arbor Group, UBS 
John Adams (john.s.adams@ubs.com) 

 
925 4th Avenue  
20th and 21st Floors  
Seattle, WA 98104 
+1 (206) 628-8511 
http://financialservicesinc.ubs.com/  

 

 
The Investment Fund for Foundations (TIFF) 
Shannon Leik (SLeik@tiff.org) 

 
Four Tower Bridge 
200 Barr Harbor Drive 
Suite 100 
West Conshohocken, PA 19428 
+1 (610) 684-8000 
www.tiff.org  

 

 
Rockefeller Philanthropy Advisors 
Gage Weekes (GWeekes@rockpa.org) 

 
6 W 48th Street, 10th Floor 
New York, NY 10036 
+1 (212) 812-4330 
http://rockpa.org/  

 

 
Vanguard Investments Singapore Pte Ltd  
Chris Johnson (cljohnson@vanguardasia.com) 

 
3 Phillip Street, #07-01 Commerce Point 
Singapore 048693 
+65-6311- 9857  
www.vanguardasia.com 
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Appendix 8. Cost Comparison of Sample Investment Options 
 

 Option 1 
(Investment 
Management 
Consulting) 

Option 2a 
(Cooperative-style 
Mutual Fund) 

Option 2b (‘At 
Cost’ Mutual 
fund) 

Option 3 (Foundation/Investment 
Management) 

Option 4 
Active Board Asset 
Management 

Company/Firm UBS  The Investment 
Fund for 
Foundations 

Vanguard  ADM Capital & ADM 
Capital Foundation  

Rockefeller 
Philanthropy 
Advisors 

Managers hired by 
CTF board 

Contact John Adams, 
Director Arbor 
Group 

John Merrill, 
Director 

Chris Johnson, 
Head Institutional 
Business 

 
 

Gage Weekes, 
Manager 

N/A 

Total Firm AUM UBS Institutional 
Consulting Group 
-- $42 billion 

$8.25 billion $4 trillion, all but 
$150 billion US 
based  and ~half 
institutional 

  N/A 

       
Threshold Required $25-50MM N/A N/A 

 
N/A 
 

N/A N/A 
 

       
Investment 
Management Fee 

.50% 
 

.42%44 
 

.11% 0% (waived) .25% TBD 

Other Fees  1.54%45 .12-.57%46    
Total Transaction 
Charges 

.50% 1.96%   .25% TBD 

       
Entry Fees N/A .50%47 ? N/A  N/A 
Exit Fees N/A .50% ? N/A  N/A 
       
Advisory Services 
Offered 

Set up, custody, 
trading, financial 
reporting  

Financial reporting, 
custody, audit 

Performance and 
financial 
reporting, no 
custody 

501(c)(3) 
administration, CTF 
set up, custody, 
trading, financial 

501(c)(3) 
administration, 
CTF set up, 
custody, trading, 

CTF Board would 
be responsible for 
overseeing asset 
managers, arranging 

                                                      
44 Data provided on TIFF is based on their multi-asset fund, which is an asset mix especially built for non-profit investors and designed as a ‘turn-key’ solution. 
45 Includes miscellaneous fees and acquired fund fees 
46 .57% annual administrative fee for the first $1MM invested, this is reduced to .12% for the next $21MM 
47 The entry/exit fees charged TIFF members are deposited back into the funds to benefit all fund members 
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reporting financial 
reporting 

custody, etc. 

SRI Screens Used On request No 1 Index, 
FTSE4Good 

 After $10MM 
threshold, donor 
has more control 
over investment 
policy 

As agreed-upon by 
board 

Advisory Services 
Fee 

.33%   Administrator fees 
$20,000/month, legal 
fees $100,000 on 
establishment, annual 
audit fees $30,000 

3-12% on a 
sliding scale 
based on the 
amount of grants 
made 

N/A 

Total Fee  .83% 1.96% .25%-.68% See above hard-coded 
fees 

 TBD 
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Appendix 9. Criteria for Selecting an Asset Manager48 

Key Qualitative Criteria 
 
Personnel  
What kind of credentials does the firm’s investment professionals have? Who are the key members of the 
firm’s investment committee? How long have they worked together? An inexperienced team or one with 
high personnel turnover may be unable to meet the challenges of a volatile investment climate.  
 
Investment Process  
Investment firms should have a defined process for the selection of securities. Sound portfolio 
construction rules may include specific diversification requirements, sector constraints or review 
procedures. A close examination of the firm’s investment process may reveal factors – such as a loosely 
defined sell discipline or overly broad portfolio guidelines – that could damage performance over time. 
 
Implementation  
Investment managers should have a plan that assigns qualified personnel to specific tasks, delegates 
duties appropriately and ensures adequate supervision. Examining the implementation of a firm’s 
investment process can help investors discover flaws in implementation that could affect portfolio returns. 
 
Research Capabilities 
Is the firm able to produce original investment ideas? Or, does it simply collect large quantities of 
information from other sources? A firm’s research capabilities and the quality of its research output are 
important components of investment decisions. 
 
Business Evaluation  
The investment management firm’s commercial viability and its success over time should also be 
measured. Relevant factors include incentives for key personnel, the firm’s ownership and capital base 
and its client servicing capabilities. The business evaluation may reveal evidence that could result in 
damaging staff defections. 

Key Quantitative Criteria 
 
Past Performance  
Conservation trust funds are long-term investors. Therefore it is best to look at the long-term record of 
asset managers over a full business cycle – usually 8-12 years. The manager with the best performance 
last year might have been a high-risk manager; therefore, it is also important to measure risk-adjusted 
return. Evaluating returns adjusted for standard deviation (the measure of volatility) provides a useful 
gauge of how much risk a manager took in order to achieve past returns. 

Future Performance  
The best performing sector of the investment market for next year could be the one that has dropped the 
most in the past five years and is now undervalued. Likewise the best performer last year may not repeat 
next year, or may suffer a loss. Your investment consultant may be able to provide important information 
to identify undervalued sectors with better return potential.  

                                                      
48 John S. Adams and William L. Donnelly, Donnelly-Adams Group at Smith Barney, What Conservation Trust Funds Should 
Consider When Evaluating an Asset Management Firm (Focus on Conservation Finance Alliance 2006). 
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