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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Key 
Issues 

 
 
 

• The Nantu forest is a unique and intact virgin rainforest ecosystem located in the heart of 
the Wallacea region in Northern Sulawesi, Indonesia. 
 

• Stretching 500km2 the Forest is: 
• an essential watershed for a 30,000 strong community downstream, such that 

deforestation would significantly increase flooding and soil erosion; 
• an essential carbon sink, storing 50 milliion tonnes of carbon, which would be 

released to atmosphere if the forest were destroyed; 
• a global biodiversity hotspot and habitat for a range of rare and protected plant and 

animal species; and 
• largely unsurveyed,  presenting  a unique opportunity for scientific research and 

discovery. 
 

• Persistent and immediate threats from illegal logging, gold mining and poaching continue 
to threaten the Forest, the environmental services it provides and its endemic wildlife. 

 

• The Nantu Forest has been protected over twenty years by Dr Lynn Clayton and a 
committed team, now established as Yayasan YANI. 

 

• YANI implements a highly successful and credible conservation programme working 
closely with the provincial police force and local communities to keep the forest standing. 

 
• Considering deforestation rates in the region, without active conservation it is estimated 

that xx ha of the forest would have been lost over the last two decades with adverse 
consequences for the local community. 

 

• Funding conservation effectively is a global challenge and is a significant constraint for 
YANI in maximising its effectiveness, as threats intensify.  Dwindling funds can easily 
undo many years of hardwork. 

 

• YANI’s conservation programmes provide the opportunity to develop local livelihoods 
and alleviate poverty through the development of sustainable business models based on 
community participation. 

 

• An endowment of US$5,000,000 could protect the Nantu Rainforest Ecosystem, 
providing YANI with access to sufficient resources and enabling it to maximise its 
conservation objectives.  

 

• Raising such funds however will be a significant challenge despite the effectiveness and 
efficiency of such a funding mechanism over the long term. A conservation Trust Fund for 
the Nantu forest should then be part of a larger strategic effort to attain funds 

 

• As such a conservation fund  should be a secure vehicle for funding that  could 
accommodate capital endowments, specific grants as well as revenues from sustainable 
businesses. The latter are being assessed as part of YANI’s conservation programme. 
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A globally significant resource under threat 
 
The Nantu Rainforest is located in the heart of Wallacea in North Sulawesi, 
Indonesia. Wallacea is the name given to the biogeographical transition zone between 
the Asian and Australasian fauna, and was discovered in 1869 by the British explorer 
Sir Alfred Wallace Russell.  It’s renowned amongst conservationists as a global 
biodiversity hotspot and is characterized by high species endemism; 62% of 
Sulawesi’s mammals and 34% of its bird species are endemic.    
 
The Nantu forest consists of the Nantu Wildlife Reserve (33,023 ha), Protection 
Forest (19,606 ha), and Production Forest (10,002 ha).  Stretching over 500square 
kilometres, this virgin rainforest is the last stronghold globally of the charismatic pig-
deer, the babirusa (Babyrousa babirussa) which is in grave danger of extinction, and 
is the habitat for Sulawesi’s other extraordinary, endangered wildlife, including the 
rare anoa (Bubalus depressicornis) an endemic forest buffalo, a locally endemic 
species of macaque (Macaca heckii) and the spectral tarsier (Tarsius spectrum). Many 
taxa are unsurveyed due to lack of resources and it is certain that the forest is a habitat 
for unrecorded species, providing a unique opportunity for scientific discovery. The 
forest is also extremely important in terms of the environmental services it provides: 
A community of approximately 30,000 lives within the Nantu (Paguyaman) 
watershed and is completely dependent upon the Nantu and Paguyaman Rivers for 
water supply. As a virgin rainforest ecosystem, Nantu’s carbon content is invaluable, 
with over 13 million tonnes of biomass carbon stored. If the forest were cleared, up to 
50 million tonnes of CO2 could be released to the atmosphere. 
 
Despite its high conservation value, the forest is under constant threat from illegal 
logging, slash-and-burn clearance, poaching for wildlife trade, and gold mining. The 
fact that the forest is still standing and consequently one of the few in-tact rainforest 
ecosystems remaining in Indonesia is testament to the highly successful conservation 
management programme implemented over twenty years by a local Yayasan - YANI.  
The conservation of Nantu and YANI’s work spearheaded by Dr Lynn Clayton is well 
know and respected amongst conservationists globally. Despite YANI’s reputation 
and credibility of the programme, funding remains a persistent and increasing 
challenge as threats intensify. 
 
The challenge of conservation finance 
 
Financing conservation efforts is a problem encountered worldwide and dwindling 
funds can result in many years conservation coming undone. Conservation Trust 
Funds (CTF) can provide a solution to conservation finance for initiatives such as the 
Nantu project.  CTFs are financial accounts that are structured and managed by a 
legally independent entity to ensure adequate funding for conservation-related efforts 
for the indefinite future. CTFs should be viewed as just one source of support for 
conservation activities and are thus not meant to replace all other funding and revenue 
activities of the recipient. As such, they can effectively be used for the hard to raise 
core costs such as salaries, infrastructure, and essential supplies.  A range of funding 
sources can feed into these Trusts Funds such as philanthropic monies, payment for 
ecosystem services as well as proceeds from carbon and sustainable businesses built 
around the forest.  
 
A large portion of CTFs that exist today have been developed as public private 
partnerships at the national level as a means of funding a nation’s protected area 
landscape, however, they can be equally effective at a regional or local level, as is the 

 A global  
biodiversity  
hotspot 
 

Structured 
funds can 
provide a 
solution 
to conservation 
finance 

Funding is a 
persistent and 
increasing 
challenge as 
threats intensify 
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case with Nantu.  Such funds have frequently received considerable support from 
multilaterals, international NGOs, government aid agencies and private foundations.  
 
The benefits of CTFs are numerous, the most significant being provision of a secure, 
transparent and well-governed vehicle for philanthropic investments. Sustainable 
funds will also facilitate long-term and strategic planning, allowing the beneficiary to 
focus on core competencies in conservation management rather than raising financial 
support.  The most commonly cited disadvantage is the opportunity cost of tying up 
large sums of capital, combined with uncertain yields and high administrative costs. 
These are legitimate concerns; nevertheless, the Global Environment Facility’s (GEF) 
experience indicates that: 
 
a) Most funds have invested their endowment capital wisely and have 

generated returns nearly equivalent to the opportunity cost of capital;  
b) Operating costs vary but are probably not substantially greater than the 

true administrative costs of project management; and  
c) Tying up the capital extends the benefit stream for many more years than a 

project benefit stream. 
 
In December 2008, ADM Capital Foundation commissioned Starling Resources to 
undertake a feasibility assessment of establishing a Conservation Trust Fund to cover 
the core conservation costs of protecting the Nantu Forest.  The value proposition was 
that a Nantu Conservation Trust Fund (“Nantu Fund”) will allow for the sustainable 
protection and enhancement of a globally significant resource, under increasing threat 
of destruction.    
 
In determining feasibility, a range of financial and non-financial factors were 
assessed, addressing both capital requirements and enabling conditions.  
 
The feasibility of establishing a ‘Nantu Fund” for conservation 
 
The first step was to examine the current Conservation of Nantu Forest against the 
generally accepted essential criteria for a CTF as recommended by GEF. In this 
regard, the commitment period for the continued conservation is sufficiently long-
term and will extend into the foreseeable future, beyond the next ten to 15 years. 
Importantly, there is active government and widespread societal support of YANI as 
an organisation. The annual funding needs based on $/ha (62,000 ha) are relatively 
modest, depending on the operational scenario, and the core costs incurred such as 
salaries are best suited to funding in increments over time, as would be the case for 
CTF disbursements. Considering these factors, the situation on the ground would 
indicate that Nantu is an appropriate candidate for a CTF. 

 

Conservation  
Funds 
 provide a  
secure vehicle  
for  
philanthropic 
investments 

Nantu is an 
appropriate 
candidate for a 
Conservation 
Fund 
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The second step was to undertake detailed financial modeling of five operational 
scenarios to determine the appropriate capital requirements and potential investment 
structure of a ‘Nantu Fund’. This was completed using the Conservation and 
Community Investment Forum’s (CCIF) Protected Area Financial Model.  The Model 
was run to cover a 10-year period (2009-2018) and provides a framework that 
captures both the costs of providing ongoing conservation programs as well as the 
current and potential revenue and funding sources to cover these costs. It starts by 
analyzing the current status of functional components, mapping the objectives of the 
protected area. It then focuses on identifying the essential functions and activities 
necessary to address these unique characteristics and objectives. 
 

 
Functional Components 

Management, Policy & Planning  
 
Zoning & Enforcement  
 
Research & Monitoring 
 
Information, Education & 
Communication 
 
Community Engagement & 
Livelihoods 
 
Tourism Development 
 
Finance & Administration 

 

 
Objectives 
 
• Protect the Nantu Forest by implementing effective 

enforcement-related activities.  
• Manage Nantu in an efficient and transparent way, and 

serve as a case study of sound collaborative forest 
management and environmental governance. 

• Strengthen local organizations and their understanding of 
conservation-related activities.  

• Educate local communities on biodiversity, climate 
change, and other conservation issues and involve them in 
conservation activities where practicable and feasible.  

• Enhance sustainable livelihood options for local 
communities around Nantu.  

• Share project lessons learned at the local, regional, and 
international levels.  

• Research and monitor biodiversity and socioeconomic 
factors within and around Nantu 
 

 
Five operational scenarios were modeled addressing the associated running costs and 
funding. Any potential revenues were calculated, culminating in an estimate of the net 
funding required for the ten-year period.  
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The results of the modeling are summarized as follows: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The “Status Quo” scenario comprises forest protection activities only for the Wildlife 
Reserve (33,023 hectares), with limited livelihood and educational activities. 
Protection work is restricted to two posts only, in the south and south east. Equipment 
under the scenario is considered insufficient for the task in-hand. The consequence of 
implementing this scenario would be destruction of Nantu from the North, and ‘fire-
fighting’ in the south, resulting in a gradual degradation in overall quality of the 
Nantu Forest and its wildlife. 
 
The “Minimal” Scenario provides sufficient activities and resources to reasonably 
expect to achieve the sustainable protection of the Nantu Forest (wildlife reserve and 
production forest- 42,946 ha). It accommodates four field stations enabling protection 
of the entire Nantu Wildlife Reserve.  Equipment and personnel levels are appropriate 
for the challenges and provide sufficient resources to address community livelihoods, 
education and training. 
 
The “Optimal” Scenario encompasses the entire landscape (62,631 ha providing 
additional staff and resources to YANI, including divisional co-ordinators. Its main 
strengths lie in supporting sixty community forest enforcement participants and an 
additional two field stations. A key advantage is that this scenario encompasses direct 
protection of an additional 19,606 hectares of forest, namely the Boliyohuto 
Mountains and foothills. These have an important watershed protection role as the 
source of the Nantu River.  
 
The two Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and Degradation (REDD) scenarios 
were included to obtain a rough estimate of potential revenue generation should 
carbon credits, non-timber forest products and/or Reduced Impact Logging provide 
additional sources of income from the 10,000 ha production forest. Numerous 
assumptions were made in these calculations and it is recommended that the REDD 

Scenario Status Quo Minimal Optimal REDD – AD REDD – RIL 

Definition The 
personnel 
and resources 
required to 
fulfill the 
current and 
planned 
activities. 

The personnel 
and resources 
required 
fulfilling a basic 
level of 
objectives in 
the Nantu 
Wildlife Reserve 
and Production 
Forest. 

The personnel 
and resources 
required 
ensuring that 
YANI objectives 
are met in the 
most cost 
effective and 
strategic 
manner 
possible across 
the entire 
Nantu Forest. 

The personnel 
and resources 
required for the 
Optimal 
Scenario as well 
as to implement 
a REDD project 
through 
avoided 
deforestation 
(AD).  

The personnel 
and resources 
required for the 
Optimal 
Scenario as well 
as to implement 
a REDD project 
through 
Reduced Impact 
Logging (RIL). 

Hectares 33,023 42,946 62,631 62,631 62,631 

Costs, Funding and Revenues 2009-2018 

Average Cost per hectare 
per year  

$5.16 $8.62 $9.27 $12.12 $11.75 

Total Costs  $1,705,165 $3,703,089 $5,808,590 $7,593,975 $7,356,663 

Average Cost per year  $170,517 $370,309 $580,859 $759,398 $735,666 

Total Start-up Costs $25,721 $106,362 $306,442 $767,503 $923,677 

Total Funding $381,165 $604,502 $795,933 $795,933 $795,933 

Total Revenue - - - $1,337,864 $5,056,816 

Net Funding Required $1,324,000 $3,098,587 $5,012,657 $5,460,177 $1,503,914 

Net Funding Required 
(NPV) 

$1,115,675 $2,651,138 $4,285,710 $4,737,691 $1,497,787 
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scenarios be investigated with further detailed analysis, since these potential revenue 
sources could provide a significant and sustainable source of income for the CTF. 
 
Given i) the large number of assumptions as well as the relatively high degree of 
uncertainty regarding REDD opportunities and ii) the inadequacy of the Status Quo 
scenario in achieving the desired conservation objectives, the Minimal and Optimal 
Scenarios were viewed as the most realistic when considering the scale and scope of a 
Nantu Fund.  
 
Further modeling was undertaken to determine the capital requirement of an 
endowment necessary to cover the net funding requirements of these two scenarios 
over ten years. These calculations were based on a set of assumptions including a 
yield of 7%. CTFs have on average provided yields of around 10% over the past ten 
years.  The model indicates that an endowment of USD5,608,277 or USD9,043,271 
would be required for the minimal and optimal scenarios, respectively.  
 
The modeling indicated that if initial start-up costs were 100% covered by a sinking 
fund, the endowment could be reduced by a marginal amount.   However, if start-up 
and also on-going costs were covered 20% through a sinking fund and 80% through 
an endowment, the capital required could be reduced by 12% compared to a 100% 
endowment. The capital required for the optimal scenario in this case would be: 
sinking fund USD685,550/endowment USD 7,290,167.  For the minimal scenario 
USD 424,571 would be required for the sinking fund and USD4,911,193 for the 
endowment. 
 
Flexibility in structure should be built into the Nantu Fund, since it can influence the 
size of endowment required and is more likely to attract a wider range of investors. A 
sinking component, as an example, would accommodate donors who wish to see their 
funds spent in the near future on specific activities rather than on an endowment, 
while a revolving fund component could accommodate income regeneration from 
sources such as carbon. 

 
One of the biggest challenges in setting up a Nantu Fund will be capitalizing it. To 
this end, various capitalization scenarios were modeled to illustrate the implications, 
should the Fund be capitalised in tranches. Support will be sought from past investors 
of CTFs as well as multilaterals, high net worth individuals and foundations. In this 
regard, a sound value proposition is essential not only in defining the rationale for the 
CTF, but also for its ability to attract international finance 
 

  

An endowment of  
US$5million   
could protect the 
Nantu Forest  

Nantu presents 
a  sound value 
proposition  
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Institutional set up, enabling factors and governance 
 

The institutional set up and enabling environment is crucial both in attracting 
investors and ensuring that the fund operates efficiently and effectively. Due 
consideration must be given to legal and tax issues, as well as financial security, 
country/political risk, potential donor preferences and confidence in the legal system.  
For these reasons it is proposed that the Trust Fund be located and managed outside 
Indonesia either as an offshore company in a reputable jurisdiction, or an offshore 
trust. The monies could be managed pro bono by ADM Capital and administered 
according to an agreed set of procedures by an independent board. Ideally the Board 
should have a mixture of skill sets, including: legal, financial, technical, fundraising 
and should have some limited government representation.  The Board would need to 
operate to high standards of governance, be transparent and accountable.  To 
strengthen its position and provide assurance to donors there is long-term institutional 
commitment to the conservation of Nantu, it is recommended that YANI also 
strengthen its current MOU with local government.  
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Conclusions and looking forward 
 
On a global scale, the Nantu Forest ecosystem in North Sulawesi is a significant 
natural resource which provides invaluable environmental services to the local 
population.  Despite its undisputed value, the forest remains under persistent and 
immediate pressure from a range of activities which threaten deforestation. The forest 
will remain standing only if YANI’s conservation activities can continue and scale up 
to match increasing threats. To achieve this, a sustainable source of funding is 
desperately needed. 
 
Thorough due diligence and detailed financial modeling indicate that a Conservation 
Trust Fund located outside Indonesia can help secure the continued conservation of 
the Nantu rainforest and its ecosystem. The institutional set up can be managed so that 
the fund is secure, tax efficient, fully audited and overseen by an independent 
governing board with a skilled and experienced technical advisory committee.  
 
A significant challenge remains. This study estimates that capitalizing the fund to 
accommodate the minimal scenario will require in the region of USD5,000,000 
depending on fund structure. We believe this is a small price to pay for ensuring the 
conservation of 62,000 hectares of unique primary rainforest and assisting poverty 
alleviation in one of Indonesia’s poorest provinces.   
 
Looking forward, the Conservation Trust Fund should therefore be viewed as a wider 
vehicle to effectively and securely mange a range of funds committed to the 
conservation of Nantu forest including an endowment, specific project grants and 
revenues from sustainable businesses. 
 
The development of sustainable businesses that benefit the local community is then a 
key consideration in securing long term funding and a variety of options are currently 
being studied to determine feasibility. The conservation fund would therefore 
incorporate a flexible structure to accommodate such revenue streams. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  

Sections Summary 

• A Global Hotspot for 
Biodiversity 
 

• Profile of  Nantu 
Forest 

 

• Threats and 
Challenges 

• The Nantu Forest in Sulawesi, Indonesia, stretches a total 62,631 ha and includes the 
Nantu Wildlife Reserve (33,023 ha), Protection Forest (19,606 ha), and Production 
Forest (10,002 ha). It is one of the Wallacea bio-region’s few remaining intact forest 
ecosystems.  

• Specific threats to the Nantu Forest include floods, illegal logging, slash-and-burn 
clearance, poaching for wildlife trade, and gold mining. 

• YANI, formally established in 2002 as a Yayasan, or local NGO,  has successfully:  
o Reduced the rate of global forest loss and prevented extinction of Sulawesi’s 

endemic wildlife. 
o Protected the Adudu saltlick and wildlife that depend on it. 
o Reduced carbon dioxide emissions by avoiding deforestation.   
o Enabled the Nantu Forest to remain an intact rainforest ecosystem by curtailing 

illegal logging and stopping slash-and-burn clearance within the reserve.  
o Provided livelihood assistance and educational programs to surrounding 

communities. 

• Limited funding has made it increasingly difficult for YANI to engage in activities 
beyond basic field-level enforcement. Going forward, YANI will need to secure 
additional financial resources to allow the program to scale up in the Wildlife Reserve 
as well as the Production and Protection Forests. 
 

Nantu Forest - A Global Hot Spot for Biodiversity 

More than a century ago the renowned English 
naturalist Alfred Russel Wallace described the 
unique biodiversity of Sulawesi, Indonesia. 
(Wallace,1869). Co-founder with Darwin of the 
theory of natural selection, Wallace was one of 
the 19th century’s most remarkable intellectuals. 
His extensive expeditions across Indonesia led 
him to write of Sulawesi’s wildlife that: “it is yet 
extraordinary rich in peculiar forms…in some 
cases absolutely unique upon the globe”.  
 
Sulawesi lies at the heart of “Wallacea”, the 
biogeographical transition zone between the 
Asian and Australasian fauna first identified in 
1869.  Sixty-two percent pdate Sulawesi’s 
mammals and  

 
34% of its bird species are found nowhere else 
on earth (endemic), making it a global hotspot 
for biodiversity.  
 
Lying at the centre of the Wallacean bio-
geographic region, the Nantu Forest is today one 
of Sulawesi’s few remaining intact rainforest 
ecosystems. It is located in the province of 
Gorontalo on the northern arm of the island. The 
Nantu Forest has a total area of 62,631 ha and 
covers covering 500 km2 . It consists of the 
Nantu Wildlife Reserve (Suaka Margasatwa 
Nantu, 33,023 ha), an area of Protection Forest 
(Hutan Lindung, 19,606 ha), and Production 
Forest (Hutan Produksi, 10,002 ha). 
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Indonesia is one of the most megadiverse 
countries in the world yet its forests are being 
destroyed at an alarming rate, estimated at two 
million hectares per year. It is the third-largest 
emitter of greenhouse gases in the world, in large 
part due to forest clearance, slash/burn and 
peatland degradation. Drivers include the pulp, 
paper, timber and agricultural industries. 
 
Specific threats to the Nantu Forest include 
illegal logging, slash-and-burn clearance, 
poaching for wildlife trade, and gold mining. 
Despite high threat levels, the area is the last 
stronghold globally of the babirusa (Babyrousa 
babirussa), an endangered, curly-tusked pig 
endemic to Sulawesi, whose wild population 
totals approximately just 5,000. This remote 
protected area (PA) also supports Sulawesi’s 
other extraordinary, endangered wildlife, 
including the rare anoa (Bubalus depressicornis) 
an endemic forest buffalo, a locally endemic 
species of macaque (Macaca heckii) and the 
spectral tarsier (Tarsius spectrum). Accessible 
only by longboat, Nantu has been described as 
“one of the top five best sites for biodiversity in 
Southeast Asia” by visiting scientists. It also 
stores over thirteen million tonnes of biomass 
carbon based on the IPCC GPG Tier-1 approach 
(Appendix 1)1

                                                      
1 The Nantu Wildlife Reserve, Protection Forest, and 
Production Forest store 6,797,574 tonnes of carbon, 
4,409,608 tonnes of carbon, and 2,116,114 tonnes of carbon 
respectively. 

. If the entire Nantu Forest was 
cleared, nearly fifty million tonnes of carbon 
dioxide would be emitted to the atmosphere. As 
an example, this is equivalent to over half of the 

annual CO2 emissions from Hong Kong, a city of 
nearly seven million people.  
 
On July 30th 2002, after thirteen years working to 
protect the forest, a Yayasan,2 - ‘YANI’ was 
formally established to support conservation 
efforts in the Nantu Wildlife Reserve.3

 

  YANI 
has a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) 
with the local government Balai Konservasi 
Sumberdaya Alam Sulawesi Utara (BKSDA 
Sulut) to this effect.  Spearheaded by Dr Lynn 
Clayton (Box 1) and with support from the 
Provincial Police Force, YANI has successfully:  

• Reduced the rate of global forest loss and 
prevented extinction of Sulawesi’s endemic 
wildlife. 

• Protected the Adudu salt lick and the 
wildlife that depend on it. 

• Reduced carbon dioxide emissions by 
avoiding deforestation.   

• Enabled the Nantu Forest to remain an 
intact rainforest ecosystem by curtailing 
illegal logging. and stopping slash-and-burn 
clearance within the reserve.  

• Provided livelihood assistance to local 
communities Provided educational 
programs to surrounding communities 
including: 
Schools programme: (2004-08) 

                                                      
2 A yayasan is a  local Non Governmental Organisation 
(NGO.)  
3 YANI was established in 2002 but it should be noted that 
efforts to protect the Nantu Forest have been underway 
since 1989. Several current staff members have been 
involved in these efforts since 1989. 

Figure 1  
Location of Nantu Forest, Sulawesi, Indonesia 
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 Nantu scholarships 
 Children’s conservation library 
 Provision of school infrastructure 

 
Further information about these programmes is 
provided on Appendix 2. 

 
Government funds currently assist with basic 
rangering costs through the deployment of the 
provincial police.  In addition, YANI has 
received grants from other sources.4

                                                      
 

 However, in 

4 YANI funding sources(1989-2009): Darwin Initiative, 
British Government, Foreign and Commonwealth Office, 
British Government, People’s Trust for Endangered 
Species, The Leverhulme Trust, IUCN Netherlands, The 
Whitley Fund for Nature, Wildlife Conservation Society, 
Van Tienhoven Foundation for Nature Conservation, 

recent years limited funding has made it 
increasingly difficult for YANI to engage in 
activities beyond basic field-level enforcement. 

Looking forward, YANI will need to maintain 
existing funding as well as secure additional 
resources to allow the program to scale up in the 
Reserve as well as the  
 
Production and Protection Forests, as pressure on 
the forest increases with local communities 
expanding toward the forest edge. This report 
provides an assessment of, and information 
regarding the feasibility of establishing a 
Conservation Trust Fund (CTF) as a way to 
ensure long-term financing for the conservation 
                                                                                

Netherlands, Iris Darnton Foundation, Rufford 
Foundation, ADM Capital Foundation. 

Box 1: Dr Lynn Clayton Pioneering Conservation of the Nantu Forest 
 
Dr. Lynn Clayton was born in the Sussex village where Alfred Russel Wallace spent several months writing 
“The Malay Archipelago”. She has spent the last twenty years of her life in the region thatt bears his name. 
Lynn first went to Sulawesi whilst an undergraduate at Oxford University, spending a year travelling alone in 
Sulawesi’s remotest areas to gather data for “The Ecology of Sulawesi” book (Whitten et al, 1987). She 
returned to Sulawesi in 1989 to begin her doctoral study on the rare and elusive babirusa pig, the first long-
term study of this species in the wild. After six months fruitless searches through Sulawesi, hunters finally 
guided her to Paguyaman, named for its massive river and home of the forest-living “polahi” people who live 
at the foot of its jagged mountains. Like Wallace more than a century before, she travelled days by wooden 
boat, slept in remote palm huts and spent long hours “perched on platforms in trees” awaiting a sighting of the 
elusive babirusa. Occasionally, the results were spectacular as she observed 44 babirusa together on the Adudu 
saltlick. However, the illegal poaching and rain forest destruction she observed led Lynn and her local 
colleagues to implement anti-poaching checkpoints and to campaign for formal protection of the 
Nantu/Paguyaman forest. 
 
After four years fieldwork at Paguyaman, Dr. Clayton was awarded her doctorate from Oxford University on 
the Ecology and Conservation of the Babirusa. She returned immediately to Paguyaman, her objective to work 
on conservation of the whole Nantu/Paguyaman Forest ecosystem. This work has included pioneering 
alternative approaches to protecting Sulawesi’s highly endangered rain forests: Nantu Protection Unit patrols 
have halted illegal logging within the Nantu reserve, stopped babirusa poaching and prevented slash-and-burn 
destruction of Nantu.   Educational programmes have included children’s study visits to the forest reserve, 
Nantu scholarships programme and live Conservation concerts. At the same time, 20,000 cocoa and 8000 teak 
trees, grown in community nurseries, have been handed over to settlers living immediately outside the reserve 
to provide livelihood assistance. Dr. Clayton and her team have worked with several national and international 
television crews, including BBC, NHK Japan and Indonesian Metro TV to document the story of Nantu. 
Fluent in the Indonesian language, Bahasa, Dr. Clayton has been the recipient of an unprecedented three 
awards from the British government’s “Darwin Initiative” programme. Her publications range from “Bringing 
Home the Bacon”, a detailed scientific model of the illegal trade in babirusa meat, to “The Special Place in the 
Forest”, an illustrated children’s storybook about the babirusa in Bahasa. Her team founded the NGO “YANI” 
in 2002 as a local vehicle to carry forward the Nantu vision. 
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of the Nantu Forest. The ADM Capital 
Foundation commissioned Starling Resources in 
December 2008 to undertake the study, which 
was completed in May 2009. 

Profile of Nantu Forest 

The following provides a general Profile of the 
Nantu Forest as well as information on the local 
communities and the other stakeholders that 
engage or have influence on the protection of the 
Forest. A review of Nantu’s history since 1989 
and key events are provided in Appendix 3. 
Maps illustrating boundaries, deforestation, 

                                                      
 
 
 
5 Despite the official designation covering 52,000 ha, 

satellite mapping undertaken for the study would indicate 
an area of 62,631 hectares,  with a larger area measured 
for the protection forest. 

6 This includes at least two endemic hornbill species.  

village locations and field station locations can 
be found in Appendix 4.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Name of Area, 
Size  and Legal 
Status 
 

 
Nantu Wildlife Reserve (33,023 ha): the area was formally gazetted as a Wildlife Reserve 
(Suaka Margasatwa) by the Indonesian Minister of Forestry : Ministry Decree No. 
573/Kpts-II/1999,  and is under national government authority (Ministry of Forestry – 
Directorate General for Forest Protection and Nature Conservation). The representative of 
the national government in the Gorontalo province is BKSDA (Northern Sulawesi Wildlife 
Department) whose main office (in Manado, North Sulawesi) is represented by a sub-
section office of BKSDA (SBKSDA). 
 
Protection Forest (19,606 ha): the protection forest is under the authority of 
the local government forestry office (district “kabupaten” level) in Gorontalo province. Its 
status as protection forest relates to its topography (high mountains) and importance of 
the water catchment. Hence the Protection Forest adjacent to Nantu was, at the decree of 
the Bupati, included in the Nantu-Boliyohuto Conservation Area (52,000 ha)5, designated 
by the local Gorontalonese parliament (2004). 
 
Production Forest (10,002 ha): the production forest: Hutan Produski Terbatas (HPT) is 
under the authority of the Ministry of Forestry. Forest Concession Forest Exploitation Rights 
can, through a license system, be granted by the authority to SOEs and logging companies, 
enabling them to harvest logs in production forests and limited production forests – for a 
specified period . Currently there is no concession holder. 

Ecology  Level of scientific data/understanding  Low 
Birds 90 identified species6 Political support  Low 
Plants 1,500 identified species Conservation effort  Medium 
Mammals 100 identified species Infrastructure  Low 
  Access  Low 
  Government funding  Low 
  International donor funding  Medium 
Table 1.  Nantu Forest General Profile Local donor funding  Low 

Figure 2.  Nantu Wildlife Reserve, Protection Forest and Production Forest 
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Limited species surveys have been undertaken in 
the Nantu forest because of a lack of resources. 
Many taxa are unsurveyed and it is certain that 
the forest is a habitat for unrecorded species,  
 
providing a unique opportunity for scientific 
research and discovery. Notably, certain 
mammals (bats, rats) and all fish, reptiles, insects 
and amphibians have yet to be inventoried.  

Communities & Livelihoods 

The population of Gorontalo Province is 
900,000. Approximately 30,000 live within the 
Nantu (Paguyaman) watershed and are 
completely dependent upon the Nantu and 
Paguyaman Rivers for their water supply.   
Approximately 16,000 live within the immediate 
vicinity (5km or less) of the Nantu Forest, just 
over 10,000 live 3km or less from the forest 
boundary (Appendix 5).  
 
The majority of the villagers within the 
watershed engage in corn growing as their 
primary livelihood activity. The choice of corn 

over other crops can be attributed to the 
Gorontalo Province’s Governor Dr. Fadel 
Muhammad’s program to increase corn 
production in the province. The province 
produced approximately 750,000 tonnes of corn 
in 2008 and aims to reach one million tonnes in 
2009.  
 
Other livelihood activities in the area include 
rattan collection, logging, government 
employment, and wet/dry rice growing. An 
overview of the number of people involved and 
the level of negative environmental impact of the 
activities is provided in Table 2. A review of the 
demographics of two villages within close 
proximity to the Nantu Wildlife Reserve is  
provided in Appendix 5.   
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Stakeholders  

 Stakeholders, defined as individuals, groups, or 
organizations that influence or are otherwise 
actively involved in particular Protected Area 
(PA) activities, include the following groups: 
YANI, Provincial Police, villagers, local 
government (BKSDA office), national 
government, and academia (Gorontalo 
University and Gorontalo State University) 
(Table 3).   
 

Threats and Challenges 

A summary of the main threats facing Nantu  
Forest is provided in Table 4.  With the 
exception of flooding, these threats are expected 
to persist and increase as the local population 

continues to expand toward the forest edge (see 
Figure 3).  
Floods 
                                                      
7 BKSDA Office and Provincial and District Forestry     

Departments. 

 
The Nantu/Paguyaman watershed is prone to 
severe flash floods during heavy rainfall in the 
upper reaches of these rivers. The floods occur 
particularly during the months November-
March. The consequent flooding causes 
significant damage to crops planted in former 
floodplain forest areas and also poses a 
significant risk to Nantu Forest personnel and 
local communities.  
 
 
 
 

Livelihood People involved Environmental Impact  
 
 
 
Table 2 
 Livelihoods around the Nantu 
Wildlife Reserve 

Corn growing High High 

Rattan collection Low High 

Logging Low High 

Government employment Low Low 

Wet/dry rice growing Low Low 

  

Stakeholder Involvement Influence  
 
 
 
 

Table 3. 
 Nantu Wildlife Reserve 
Stakeholders 

YANI High High 

Provincial Police High High 

Villagers Medium Low 

Local Government7 Medium  High 

National Government Low Medium 

Academia Low Medium 

  

Threat Threat level  
 
 

 
 
Table 4.  
Threats and Challenges 

Floods High 
 Slash-and-Burn Land Clearance High 
Poaching for Wildlife Trade High 
Logging (Chain Sawing) High 
Gold Mining High 
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The Nantu forest acts as a natural buffer to 
flooding. Increased deforestation would likely 
result in increased frequency and intensity of 
floods. 

Slash and Burn Land Clearance 

Prior to the conservation and enforcement 
program within the Nantu Wildlife Reserve, 
slash and burn land clearance posed a significant 
threat to the area; this was such that there is no 
doubt the whole southern part of the Nantu 
Reserve, including the Adudu salt lick where 
babirusa, anoa and other  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
wildlife gather, would have been completely 
destroyed. Clearance of the primary floodplain 
forest was proceeding upriver at an alarming 
rate, especially during the long dry season of 
1997 when around 1,000 ha of floodplain forest 
were burned in 3-4 months.  Twelve years of 
daily enforcement patrols by the Provincial 
Police/YANI have both minimized incursions 
into the Nantu Wildlife Reserve’s boundary and 
prevented them in the more accessible areas in 
the vicinity of the Adudu field post. 
  

Figure 3. Population Expansion Towards Nantu Forest 
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Poaching for Wildlife Trade 

Poaching for the wildlife trade has always been a 
significant threat within the Nantu Forest.  
Surveys undertaken by YANI indicate a 
significant drop in the number of babirusa sold 
in local markets after 2002 (Figure 4) following 
the successful prosecution of an illegal trader in 
August of that year. 

 

Logging (Chain-saw Timber Cutting) 

Prior to establishing the Nantu Protection Unit 
and deploying Provincial Police and field team 
patrols in 1997, at least ten rafts of timber a day 
(40m3) were extracted from the Paguyaman 
watershed as well as truckloads of rattan. 
Enforcement against logging has been a complex 
but largely successful battle, led primarily by the 
enforcement teams from Polda Sulut, Kanwil, 
BKSDA, and coordinated by YANI. The Team’s 
presence has a marked deterrent effect, and the 
recent construction of the Limu Field Station and 
collaborative effort between YANI and the head 
of Police for the Gorontalo Province has stopped 
illegal logging in the area. There are, however, 
still remote corners of the reserve (mainly in the 
northern boundaries) that remain highly 
vulnerable to illegal logging.  

 
 

 

 

 

Gold Mining 

In recent years, illegal gold mining within and 
around the Nantu Wildlife Reserve has increased 
and poses one of the largest threats to the 
Reserve. Most of the gold mining activity is 
being conducted by local communities from the  
northern and southern sides of the reserve with 
middlemen conducting transactions in the 
villages (e.g. Mohiyolo Village). 

Figure 4. Decline in Babirus sold illegallly in Sulawesi            
(1998-2007) 

 
 

Successful 
prosecution 
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2. NANTU FUND FEASIBILITY  

Sections Summary 

 

• Overview  
 

• Benefits and 
Disadvantages of a 
CTF 

 

• Value Proposition 
 

• Feasibility 
Considerations 

• Conservation Trust Funds (CTFs) are financial accounts structured and managed 
to ensure adequate funding of conservation efforts into the indefinite future. 

• The Nantu Fund (“Fund”) will allow for the protection and enhancement of 
biodiversity within the Nantu Forest.  

• The Fund will support YANI and other stakeholders to reduce threats to the 
Nantu Forest and protect the wildlife that depend on it. This will include work to 
improve the livelihoods and welfare of the local  communities, educational 
programs, and activities that monitor and enhance biodiversity. It will also allow 
for the continued storage of 13,323,296 tonnes of biomass carbon; if the entire 
forest were cleared, 48,852,085 tonnes of carbon dioxide would be emitted to 
the atmosphere.  

• The project meets GEF essential conditions for setting up and managing a 
successful CTF 

• A trust fund mechanism is therefore conceptually feasible. Practical 
requirements such as capital and institutional arrangements are examined in the 
following chapters. 
 

Overview  

Conservation Trust Funds (CTFs) are financial 
accounts structured and managed by a legally 
independent entity to ensure adequate funding 
for indefinite conservation-related efforts. They 
can under a single structure. constitute one or 
more different types of funds e.g. endowment, 
revolving, sinking,  
 
Importantly, CTFs represent one source of funds 
for conservation activities and should be viewed 
as such. They are not meant to replace all other 
funding and revenue activities, but typically can 
be established to provide funds for recurrent core 
conservation costs such as salaries, 
infrastructure, essential supplies.  A 1998 review 
by the Global Environment Facility (GEF)8

                                                      
8 The Global Environment Facility (GEF) is an independent 

financial organization which provides grants to 
developing countries for projects that benefit the global 
environment and promote sustainable livelihoods in local 
communities. Projects are managed by implementing 
agencies: the World Bank, the United Nations 
Development Programme (UNDP) and the United 
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). 

, 
Evaluation of Experience with Conservation 

www.gefweb.org 

Trust Fund,9

Table 5 offers a snapshot of CTFs funded around 
the world according to the Conservation Finance 
Alliance’s recent (2008) Rapid Review of 
Conservation Trust Funds.

 found that the most successful 
funds were: 

10

                                                      
9 GEF, 1998. 

  

10Conservation Finance Alliance (CFA), 2008. 

“more than just financial mechanisms. They 
were able to act as independent organizations 
to influence their environment to build effective, 
responsive, and focused programs. They were 
the product of broad consultative design 
processes. They had governance structures that 
involved people from different sectors, credible 
and transparent operational procedures, and 
sound financial management practices” 
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Conservation Trust Funds vary greatly in scale 
and scope. In Asia Pacific, of the 12 funds 
identified,11

 

 three are the result of debt swaps 
(two in the Philippines, one in Bangladesh), 
seven have GEF and other multilateral support 
and two are supported by private foundations. 
There is one CTF noted in Indonesia (see 
Chapter 5 ‘Indonesian Context’ for further 
details). 

From the literature it is difficult to determine the 
structure of existing CTFs (i.e. endowment, 
sinking etc.) and it would appear that there is no 
such thing as a “typical” fund.  It is clear 
however that several have been developed as 
public-private partnerships at the national level 
as a means of funding a nation’s protected area 
landscape (commonly through grant application 
procedures).   
 

                                                      
11 One fund was thought to be anticipated and was not 
capitalized at the time of writing. 

 
 
Such funds have frequently received 
considerable multilateral support from GEF, UN 
agencies and development banks. International 
NGOs, government aid agencies and private 
foundations have also supported the 
development of CTFs globally and debt swaps 
seemingly have played a significant role. 

Number of CTFs: ~57 

 

 
Capital Raised 
Worldwide 

An estimated $810 million :- 
74% Latin America and Caribbean (LAC)  
10% Asia  
9% Africa 
7% Europe 

 
Capital Raised  
(broken down by donor) 

 
US: 45%; GEF: 19% (with 31% in Africa); Germany: 7%; National Governments: 
6%; Other Donors: 23%. 

 
Investment 
Performance 

 
Weighted average annual return of 19 CTFs :10.19% for all years, and 10.57% for 
2003 through 2006.  

Table 5. CTFs around the World 

21%

23%
7%

49%

Asia Pacific 
Africa
Europe 
Latin America and Caribean

Asia Pacific 
Bangladesh 
Bhutan 
Fed. States of Micronesia 
Indonesia 
Kazakhstan 
Laos 
Pakistan 
Papua Nerw Guinea 
Philippines (2) 
Vietnam 
Yemen 
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Benefits and Disadvantages of a CTF 

The key benefits of a CTF include: 
• Provision of a secure vehicle for 

philanthropic investments, providing 
assurance for investors that funds will be 
deployed transparently and with high 
standards of governance. This is particularly 
beneficial, where the recipient (e.g. YANI) 
despite being a highly credible and 
successful NGO, is small in scale and 
operating in a developing country with 
pervasive governance concerns. 
 

• Provision of a stable source of funds to a 
conservation organization facilitates long-
term strategic planning and allows the 
recipient to focus on core competencies in 
conservation management. 

 
• Building and strengthening the institutional 

capacity of fund recipients. This is 
facilitated by the feasibility assessment 
itself involving comprehensive 
programmatic and financial gap analyses; 
and, once operational, the Fund’s 
requirement for the beneficiary to submit 
works plans etc. to the Governing Board 
prior to financial disbursement. 

 
• Leveraging impact by combining individual 

donations. 
 

The main perceived disadvantage, however, is 
the opportunity cost of tying up what can be 
substantial amounts of money, combined with 
uncertain yields and high administrative costs - 
reportedly  as much as 20-25% of annual 
revenues.12

 

  These are legitimate concerns, yet 
GEF’s experience indicate that: 

 
 
a) Most funds have invested their 

endowment capital wisely and have 
                                                      
12 GEF, 1998.  

generated returns nearly equivalent to 
the opportunity cost of capital;  
 

b) Operating costs vary but are probably 
not substantially greater than the true 
administrative costs of project 
management; and  

 
c) Tying up the capital extends the 

benefit stream for many more years 
than a project benefit stream. 

 
Conservation Trust Funds can therefore be an 
ideal sustainable financing mechanism. The 
decision as to whether to establish a CTF as 
opposed to traditional project funding is 
influenced by financial and non-financial factors 
addressing both the need and enabling 
conditions. A range of issues must therefore be 
considered to determine whether such a Fund is 
both appropriate and relevant in the local 
context.  
 
A key consideration is the value proposition.  A 
sound value proposition is important not only 
with respect to defining the rationale for the 
CTF, but will also be crucial in the Fund’s 
ability to attract international finance  

Value Proposition: A Nantu Forest 
Conservation Trust Fund 
The Nantu Conservation Trust Fund (“Nantu 
Fund”) will allow for the sustainable protection 
and enhancement of a globally significant 
resource, which is under increasing threat of 
destruction.  Characterised by unique species 
endemism and biodiversity, the Nantu Forest is 
one of the few remaining intact virgin rainforest 
ecosystems not only in Sulawesi, but in 
Indonesia as a whole.   
 
The Fund will support YANI and other 
stakeholders to continue to build, develop and 
implement comprehensive programs that reduce 
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the threats to the Nantu Forest and protect the 
wildlife that depend on it. In so doing, the Fund 
will ensure that the forest’s environmental 
services such as watershed protection continue, 
and that the livelihoods and welfare of the forest 
communities continue to improve,. The Fund 
will also secure educational programs and 
activities that monitor and enhance the region’s 
biodiversity. 
 
The Fund, by providing resources to protect the 
Nantu Forest, will also allow for the continued 
storage of 13,323,296 tonnes of biomass carbon; 
if the entire forest were cleared, 48,852,085 
tonnes of carbon dioxide would be released into 
the atmosphere.  
 

Feasibility Considerations  

The GEF has identified a set of “essential 
conditions” that a CTF should meet to be 
successful. These have been repeatedly 
referenced by CTF practitioners and are worth 
reviewing as they relate to Nantu. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CTF Essential Conditions 
 

I Commitment period: The issue to be addressed requires a commitment of at least ten to 15 
years. 
The threats in and around the Nantu Forest are high and likely to increase requiring consistent 
and continued effort to ensure they are abated; the commitment will require at least ten or 15 

years. 
 

II Government support: There is active government support for a public-private sector mechanism outside dire     
The local government and the provincial police 
have supported YANI and its efforts within the 
Nantu Wildlife Reserve for many years and present 
a successful example of the Government of 
Indonesia (GOI) implementing anti-illegal logging 
practices.  Given its strong commitment and 
support to the protection of the Nantu Forest over 

the past decade, it is expected that GOI would support increased funding and resources being 
available to ensure protection of the Reserve and larger Nantu Forest landscape. 
 
The local government has indicated to YANI that it would like to increase livelihood 
initiatives at Limu (south east border of the forest) and in North Gorontalo, which scores 
poorly on the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). Around 31% of the town’s 
population live below the poverty line. Only 50% have access to a latrine and protected water 
supply.  
 
Other indicators of Government support include: 
i) Active participation of the Governor of Gorontalo Province (Dr. Fadel Muhammad) in 

meeting World Bank Environment personnel together with YANI personnel at UNFCCC 
Bali Climate Conference (Dec 07) specifically to present on the Nantu Forest. 
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ii) Active long-term support by Head of Forestry for Gorontalo Province for YANI’s work, 
including strong support for more YANI livelihood activities and expansion of Provincial 
Police posts.  

iii) Two Bupati’s (Gorontalo and Boalemo regencies) signing local legislation supporting 
protection of the upper Nantu and Paguyaman watersheds in 2008 following dramatic 
flooding in the lower watershed. 

iv) Local government representation within YANI –a mid/senior level employee is also 
YANI’s secretary and a long-term participant in YANI’s activities. 

 
The protection of the Nantu forest is in line with government conservation objectives/strategy, 
particularly on eradication of illegal logging and on poverty reduction, both key GoI 
priorities. It will also assist Indonesia to meet its U.N. Convention on Biological Diversity 
commitments, particularly articles 8 (in-situ habitat conservation), 12 (conservation training) 
and 13 (public awareness of biodiversity). 
 

III Societal support: A critical mass of people from diverse sectors of society that can work 
together to achieve biodiversity conservation and sustainable development.  
Currently, the bulk of conservation is being undertaken by YANI, a relatively small NGO in 
its current state. YANI hopes to expand its own internal capacity to include additional 
managerial and field staff as well as community organizers, monitoring personnel, and 
livelihoods support, to name a few. In addition, YANI intends to support and collaborate with 
other organizations and academic institutions in the future. 
 
There is significant support both within the local community and various sectors of society as 
a whole, for the continued conservation of the forest, this is demonstrated by: 
• ICRAF scientists implementing a Climate Change field workshop (particularly training 

for local stakeholders in carbon stock measurement) at Nantu. 
• A team of leading Indonesian experts on Islam and Conservation implementing teaching 

seminars for 50 local Islamic religious leaders in Gorontalo on Islamic basis for 
Conservation. 

• Villagers regularly supplying information on illegal logging/burning to YANI patrols.  
• Wildlife dealers and hunters routinely informing YANI on rogue traders who buy/sell 

babirusa and who participate in overnight anti-poaching checkpoints. 
• Indonesian national and local television teams (Metro TV, TVRI) initiating and 

producing full-length documentaries on the Nantu Forest. 
• Active participation by diverse range of civil society members (local teachers, farmers, 

religious leaders, students) in YANI’s activities at Nantu. 
 

A number of Indonesian Institutions providing vital support to Nantu’s conservation include: 
• State Ministry for Research and Technology (RISTEK) 
• Indonesia Institute of Sciences (LIPI). 
• Centre for Research in Biology, LIPI, Bogor 
• Sam Ratulangi University, Manado 
• Gorontalo University 
• Ministry of Forestry, Government of Indonesia 
• Directorate General for Forest Protection and Nature Conservation, Ministry of Forestry 
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• North Sulawesi Wildlife Department. 
• Gorontalo Wildlife Department. 

IV Legal fabric: There is a basic fabric of legal and financial practices and supporting 
institutions (including banking, auditing and contracting) in which people have confidence.  
It is currently assumed that the Nantu fund will be located and managed outside of Indonesia.  
The Fund will establish and implement clear auditing, monitoring and evaluation processes to 
ensure transparency.  The specifics are discussed in Chapter 5 of this report – Institutional 
Structure and Fund Management. 
 

Additional factors that influence the choice of 
whether to create a trust fund versus funding on 
a typical grant-by-grant basis include the nature 
of funding needs and the recipient’s capacity to 
absorb the funds (Table 6). 
 
Given the value proposition and the above 
conditions and factors, it is clear that a trust fund 
mechanism is conceptually feasible considering 
the particular circumstances of the Nantu Forest 
conservation project, and as such is ideal for 
ensuring that YANI has adequate and sustained 
resources to continue and enhance the 
programme.   Looking beyond conceptual 
feasibility, the following considerations have 
been assessed to determine whether the 
establishment of such a fund is practically 
feasible (Figure 5): 

i. Capital requirements:  Chapters 3 estimates 
YANI’s funding requirements through 
modeling five operational scenarios, over a 
ten year period.  
 

ii. Capitalization and management: Chapter 4 
reviews CTF capital requirements based on 
funding needs identified in Chapter 3, and 
examines different investment structure and 
capitalization scenarios, before reviewing 
fundraising options in Chapter 6. 

 
iii. Legal and Institutional considerations: 

Chapter 5 looks at the key legal 
considerations and institutional requirements, 
including management structure and 
governance. 

 
  

 Trust Fund Project Funding  Evaluation – Nantu CTF 

Nature of 
funding needs 

Problem best addressed 
through modest amounts of 
funding provided over many 
years in periodic increments. 

Funding needs are 
large. Level of activity 
can be sustained once 
project funding ends in 
3-5 years. 

• Annual funding needs based on $/ha 
is relatively modest, depending on 
operational scenario   

• Core costs incurred such as salaries 
suited to funding in increments over 
time 

Recipient 
absorptive 
capacity 

Can only effectively manage 
modest amounts in periodic 
increments with gradual 
increases over time. 

Can effectively manage 
and spend major 
infusion of funds over 
3-5 years.  

• Recipient capacity (YANI) to absorb 
large amounts of funding modest 
due to limited resources 

Table 6. Traditional Project Funding versus CTF  
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VALUE PROPOSITION 
 The Nantu Conservation Trust Fund will allow for the sustainable protection 

and enhancement of a globally significant resource, which is under 
increasing threat of destruction 

Figure 5. 
 Overview of Feasibility Considerations and Essential Conditions  

Relevant to a Nantu Fund 
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3. OPERATING SCENARIOS AND FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS 

Sections 
 

Summary 

• Programme 
Objectives and 
Focus Areas 
 

• Operating 
Scenarios & 
Capital  
Requirements : 
Methodology 

 

• Status Quo 
 

• Minimal 
 

• Optimal 
 

• REDD-AD 
 

• REDD-RIL 
 

• Overview of 
Operating 
Scenarios  & 
Protection Costs 

• In order to achieve the programmatic objectives, YANI and other stakeholders must 
implement an effective conservation program. 

• An innovative ‘Protected Area Financing Model’, developed by the Conservation and 
Community Investment Forum was used to determine the financial requirements of five 
different operating scenarios. 

• The following section reviews five operational scenarios: status quo, minimal, optimal, 
REDD-AD and REDD-RIL.  Each takes into account a similar set of economic and financial 
assumptions but proposes different personnel, resources, and activity needs. 

• Scenario Overview: 

 Status Quo Minimal Optimal REDD – AD REDD – RIL 

Definition The personnel 
and resources 
required to 
fulfill the 
current and 
planned 
activities. 

The personnel 
and resources 
required 
fulfilling a 
basic level of 
objectives in 
the Nantu 
Wildlife 
Reserve and 
Production 
Forest. 

The personnel 
and resources 
required 
ensuring that 
YANI 
objectives are 
met in the 
most cost 
effective and 
strategic 
manner 
possible across 
the entire 
Nantu Forest. 

The personnel 
and resources 
required for 
the Optimal 
Scenario as 
well as to 
implement a 
REDD project 
through 
avoided 
deforestation 
(AD).  

The personnel 
and resources 
required for 
the Optimal 
Scenario as 
well as to 
implement a 
REDD project 
through 
Reduced 
Impact 
Logging (RIL). 

Hectares 33,023 42,946 62,631 62,631 62,631 

Costs, Funding and Revenues 2009-2018 

Average cost per 
hectare per year  

$5.16 $8.62 $9.27 $12.12 $11.75 

Total Costs  $1,705,165 $3,703,089 $5,808,590 $7,593,975 $7,356,663 

Average Cost per 
year  

$170,517 $370,309 $580,859 $759,398 $735,666 

Total Start-up Costs $25,721 $106,362 $306,442 $767,503 $923,677 

Total Funding $381,165 $604,502 $795,933 $795,933 $795,933 

Total Revenue - - - $1,337,864 $5,056,816 

Net Funding 
Required 

$1,324,000 $3,098,587 $5,012,657 $5,460,177 $1,503,914 

Net Funding 
Required (NPV) $1,115,675 $2,651,138 $4,285,710 $4,737,691 

$1,497,787 
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Program Objectives and Focus Areas 

The Fund will support achievement of the 
overall program objectives listed below. This 
will require using personnel and implementing 
activities across several functions considered 
prerequisites for effective protected area 
management (Table 7). 

Objectives 
 
1. Protect Nantu Forest by implementing 

effective enforcement-related activities.  
 

2. Manage Nantu in an efficient and 
transparent way, and serve as a case study 
of sound collaborative forest management 
and environmental governance. 

 
 

3. Strengthen local organizations and their 
understanding of conservation activities.  
 

4. Educate local communities on biodiversity, 
climate change, and other conservation 
issues and involve them in conservation 
activities where practicable and feasible.  

 
5. Enhance sustainable livelihood options for 

local communities around Nantu.  
 
6. Share project lessons learned at the local, 

regional, and international levels.  
 
7. Research and monitor biodiversity and 

socioeconomic factors within/around Nantu

Management, 
Policy & Planning  

 

• Manage the conservation activities and programs effectively and fairly, always taking into 
account employee and stakeholder views and concerns.  

• Ensure clear processes for determining and communicating Nantu policy views to local and 
national government. 

• Develop and implement effective management plans in the area. 
• Establish an MOU with the national government. 
• Consultation with government.  

Zoning & 
Enforcement 

• Develop government capacity to conduct enforcement activities. 
• Maintain consistent patrolling activities from the Adudu field station, Limu field station, 

and other future field stations.  
• Develop stronger judicial processes to ensure violators of laws are penalized appropriately. 
• Engage community members in enforcement-related activities.  
• Build awareness among stakeholders and communities of the zoning plans and PA laws. 
• Complete demarcation of the external borders of the Nantu Wildlife Reserve. 

Research & 
Monitoring 

• Serve as a learning forest for effective conservation programs and climate change issues.  
• Develop and implement standard research and monitoring protocols. 
• 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. 

Information, 
Education & 
Communication 
 

• Prepare and disseminate information and build awareness about the Nantu Forest 
Reserve, climate change, and other relevant issues.  

Community 
Engagement & 
Livelihoods 

• Gain community support for abiding by the Reserve laws.   
• Develop and assist with sustainable livelihoods.  
• Partner with local organizations and members of the local community to implement 

engagement (social, health, etc.) and livelihood programs. 
Tourism 
Development 
 

• Explore various tourism possibilities within and around Nantu and possibly develop a 
formal tourism program.  

Finance & 
Administration 

• Provide financial, operational, logistical, and human resource support to the field stations.  
• Maintain updated and accurate accounting records.  

Table 7.  Protected Areas Management - Functions and Goals 
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Operating Scenarios and Capital Requirements: Methodology 
 
Financial Modeling 
 
Based on the objectives and functional 
categories identified in the previous section, the 
Conservation and Community Investment forum 
(CCIF)13

 

 Protected Area Financial Model 
(“Model”) was used to look at different 
operating scenarios to determine the capital 
requirements for a Nantu Fund. The Model 
provides a framework that captures both the 
costs of ongoing conservation programs as well 
as the current and potential revenue and funding 
sources to cover these costs. It starts by 
analyzing the current status of functional 
components, mapping the objectives of the 
protected area, and identifies the essential 
functions to address these unique characteristics 
and objectives.  Details of the functions and 
budget categories are presented in Appendix 6. 

The Model provides clear analysis and guidance 
for both practitioners and funders to assist in the 
development and implementation of successful 
protected areas, associated management and 
financial plans.  It has been used to determine 
the outcome of five different operating scenarios 
for the purposes of this report and can further be 
used to revise alternate scenarios if required. 
This section of the report presents the financial 
needs of each operating scenario, and the 
following reviews potential investment structure 
and fund capitalization options. 
 

                                                      
13 CCIF is a non-profit consultancy with offices in 
California and Indonesia that focuses on the development 
and design of innovative financing mechanisms and tools 
for a variety of conservation programs and projects. It has 
worked with a variety of partners specifically on the 
development of sound approaches and tools to analyze and 
design sustainable financing strategies for protected areas. 
CCIF has also worked with leading practitioners, scientists, 
policy makers, funders and investors to design 
comprehensive, bottom-up budgeting and cost forecasting 
models for individual MPAs, and financing strategies to 
support them. 

The Model recently has been used for a number 
of projects, including: 
• Development of a conservation trust fund 

business plan for the Cardamom Mountains,  
Cambodia.14

• Review of costs associated with a network 
of protected areas in Raja Ampat, 
Indonesia.

 

15

• Creation of a business plan for a 
conservation trust fund for Pacific 
Leatherback Turtles. 

 

 
Definition of Scenarios  
 
Five operational scenarios: status quo, minimal, 
optimal, REDD-AD16 and REDD-RIL17

 

  were 
modeled over a ten year project period (2009-
2018) to assist in identifying the respective 
financial requirements and fund options.  Each 
takes into account a similar set of economic and 
financial assumptions but proposes different 
personnel, resources, and activity needs 
(Appendix 6).  A review of the scenarios is 
provided in Table 8.   

The discussion of each of the scenarios is broken 
down according to the following: 
• Scenario Summary 
• Scenario Costs  
• Funding & Revenue (including net funding 

required) 

                                                      
14 Starling Resources, 2008.  
15 Ibid 
16 REDD-AD: Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and 
Degradation-Avoided Deforestation 
17 REDD-RIL: Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and 
Degradation-Reduced Impact Logging     
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Model Assumptions 
 
Each scenario assumes a common set of cost 
categories: 
 
Start-up: Start-up costs are those associated 

with one-time requirements in the 
initial stages of the project. 
Generally these are capital asset 
purchases and/or the use of 
consultants.  

Ongoing:  Ongoing costs are the costs 
associated with implementing the 
program over time.  

Total:  Total cost is the sum of start-up and 
ongoing costs.  

 
The financial and economic assumptions used 
to calculate and project specific costs for all 
scenarios are presented in Table 9.  
 
 
 
 

 
 
Funding assumptions for all scenarios are 
based on four sources: the Government of 
Indonesia through its deployment of Provincial 
Police; and YANI’s current18

                                                      
18 As at March 2009 

 private donors – 
ADM Capital Foundation, The IUCN 
Netherlands and an individual donor (Table 
10).  

Status 
Quo 

The personnel and resources required to fulfill current and planned activities 
in the Nantu Wildlife Reserve. 

33,023 

Minimal The personnel and resources required to fulfill a basic level of objectives in the 
Nantu Wildlife Reserve and Production Forest. This scenario assumes that 
there is no concession holder in the Production Forest and YANI assumes de 
facto responsibility to protect the area. 

42,946 

Optimal  The personnel and resources required to ensure that YANI objectives are met 
in the most cost effective and strategic manner possible across the entire 
Nantu Forest (Nantu Wildlife Reserve, Production Forest, and Protection 
Forest). This scenario assumes that there is no concession holder in the 
Production Forest and YANI assumes de facto responsibility to protect the 
area. 

62,631 

REDD-AD The personnel and resources required to implement the optimal scenario as 
well as to implement a REDD project through avoided deforestation (AD). This 
includes REDD in the Production Forest and conservation activities across the 
entire Nantu Forest (Nantu Wildlife Reserve, Production Forest, and Protection 
Forest). This assumes that a company related to YANI holds an ecosystem 
restoration concession in the Production Forest. 

62,631 

REDD-RIL The personnel and resources required to implement the optimal scenario as 
well as to implement a REDD project through Reduced Impact Logging (RIL). 
This includes REDD in the Production Forest and conservation activities across 
the entire Nantu Forest (Nantu Wildlife Reserve, Production Forest, and 
Protection Forest). This assumes that a company related to YANI holds an RIL 
concession in the Production Forest. 

62,631* 

* Note: Under the REDD -RIL scenario 10,002 hectares is under timber production, 
therefore the area conserved under this scenario  is 52,629 hectares 

 

Table 8. Definition of Operating Scenarios 
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Table  9.  Financial and Economic Assumptions  

 
Source Status Quo Minimal Optimal REDD-AD REDD-RIL Notes 

Government $223,337 $446,673 $638,105 $638,105 $638,105 This assumes that the 
government will continue 
to pay for Provincial 
Police salaries.  

ADM Capital 
Foundation 

$80,563 $80,563 $80,563 $80,563 $80,563 This represents the 
remaining portion of an 
existing grant that is to 
be spent in 2009. The full 
grant amount, from 
November 2008-
September 2009, is 
$94,551. 

IUCN-
Netherlands 

$63,235 $63,235 $63,235 $63,235 $63,235 This is an 18-month grant 
starting in March 2009.  

Private donor $14,030 $14,030 $14,030 $14,030 $14,030 This grant is for the 
purchase of a new 
vehicle in 2009.  

Total $381,165 $604,501 $795,933 $795,933 $795,933  

Table 10.  Funding Assumptions  

 
The REDD-AD and REDD-RIL scenarios 
include a series of assumptions regarding the 
calculation of revenues from carbon, non-timber 
forest products (NTFP) and timber.  Along with 

a summary of funding and revenue sources for 
all scenarios, these assumptions are provided 
Appendix 7. 

Assumption Explanation  

Inflation 
rate 

5.5% The Bank of Indonesia is currently targeting a 5.5% inflation rate for 2009. Inflation is 
the rate of increase of a price index over a period of time. It represents the 
purchasing power of money. Assuming positive inflation, the purchasing power of 
money diminishes over time. In the model the inflation rate is used to forecast the 
increased costs associated with every budget category item (e.g., supplies and 
materials, fuel etc.) except for personnel and contractors.  

Annual 
salary 
raise 

5.5% It is assumed that the annual salary raise for personnel and contractors is equal to 
the inflation rate. This is applied to all employees to offset the increased cost of 
living due to inflation and is used in the model to forecast increasing salary costs.  

Exchange 
rate 

12,106.5 This is the rate for converting USD to Rupiah from www.oanda.com on March 10, 
2009.  In the model this exchange rate is used to translate Rupiah to USD.    

Discount 
rate 

2.75% The value is based on the current interest rate on cash. The discount rate takes all 
the forecasted revenues and costs over a period of time and “discounts” them into 
present-day dollars; the discount reflects the principle that a dollar in the future is 
worth less than a dollar today. In the model this is used to determine the net present 
value of funding required to cover the costs of the Nantu Forest over the specified 
time period in question.   
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Status Quo  
 
Scenario Summary 
 
The Status Quo Scenario includes the personnel 
and resources required to fulfill YANI’s current 
and planned activities. Therefore this scenario 
only includes efforts within the Nantu Wildlife 
Reserve; no activities or resources are invested 
in the Production or Protection forests. However 
it can be reasonably assumed that many of the 
activities that YANI focuses on within and 
around the Nantu Wildlife Reserve, such as 

community engagement, will also indirectly 
benefit the Protection and Production Forests. 

Status Quo Costs  

The total Status Quo costs for the ten-year 
projection period are $1,705,165, or $170,517 on 
average per year.  The total start-up cost, which 
occurs during 2009, is $25,721. 

Chart 1. Status Quo – Total Costs Broken Down by Function (2009-2018) 

Chart 2. Status Quo – Total Costs Broken Down by Budget Category (2009-2018)

 
 
 

 
 
 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
COST 152,963      136,248      143,742      166,682      159,989      170,407      178,071      187,865      200,099      209,099      
Personnel 101,522      107,106      112,997      119,212      125,768      132,686      139,983      147,683      155,805      164,374      
Contractual Services 595             627             662             698             737             777             820             865             913             963             
Travel 11,737        12,382        13,063        13,782        14,540        15,339        16,183        17,073        18,012        19,003        
Supplies & Materials 2,148          2,266          2,390          2,522          2,661          2,807          2,961          3,124          3,296          3,477          
Fuels 2,789          2,942          3,104          3,274          3,455          3,645          3,845          4,056          4,280          4,515          
Occupancy 4,044          6,013          6,344          6,692          7,061          7,449          7,859          8,291          8,747          9,228          
Capital Assets 25,721        261             276             15,325        307             1,943          342             360             2,282          401             
Assets Maintenance 666             702             741             782             825             870             918             968             1,021          1,078          
Miscellaneous 3,743          3,948          4,166          4,395          4,636          4,891          5,160          5,444          5,744          6,060          

CONTRIBUTION 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Personnel 66% 79% 79% 72% 79% 78% 79% 79% 78% 79%
Contractual Services 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Travel 8% 9% 9% 8% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9%
Supplies & Materials 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Fuels 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Occupancy 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%
Capital Assets 17% 0% 0% 9% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0%
Assets Maintenance 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Miscellaneous 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3%

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
152,963      136,248      143,742      166,682      159,989      170,407      178,071      187,865      200,099      209,099      

1 Policy & Planning 12,100        10,837        11,433        13,517        12,725        13,425        14,163        14,942        15,764        16,631        
2 Zonation & Enforcement 76,910        66,724        70,394        81,855        78,350        83,820        87,206        92,002        98,425        102,401      
3 Research & Monitoring 12,346        12,002        12,663        13,480        14,094        15,274        15,687        16,549        17,935        18,420        
4 Information, Education & Communication 14,311        13,169        13,893        16,112        15,463        16,314        17,211        18,158        19,156        20,210        
5 Community Engagement & Livelihoods 12,162        10,902        11,502        13,589        12,802        13,506        14,249        15,033        15,859        16,732        
6 Tourism Development 10,019        10,775        11,368        12,042        12,653        13,403        14,083        14,858        15,738        16,537        
7 Finance & Administration 15,115        11,838        12,489        16,086        13,901        14,665        15,472        16,323        17,221        18,168        
8 Other  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
1 Policy & Planning 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8%
2 Zonation & Enforcement 50% 49% 49% 49% 49% 49% 49% 49% 49% 49%
3 Research & Monitoring 8% 9% 9% 8% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9%
4 Information, Education & Communication 9% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
5 Community Engagement & Livelihoods 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8%
6 Tourism Development 7% 8% 8% 7% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8%
7 Finance & Administration 10% 9% 9% 10% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9%
8 Other 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
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Over the projection period key cost drivers are: 
• zonation and enforcement function, which 

accounts for approximately 50% of total 
costs; 

• personnel, which account for between 66-
79% of total costs; and 

• capital investment which is a key cost driver 
in 2009 (17%). This includes building the 
Limu field station and purchasing a new 
car. For the remainder of the projection 
period, however, this cost category is 
minimal. 

Status Quo Funding & Revenue 

The four sources of funding provide a total of 
$381,165 over the projection period, with net 
funding requirements standing at $1,324,000 or 
$1,115,675 in present value terms.  

Minimal Scenario 

Scenario Summary 

The Minimal Scenario represents the personnel 
and resources required to fulfill basic objectives 
in the Nantu Wildlife Reserve and Production 
Forest. This requires additional resources to the 
status quo scenario. YANI will not directly 
engage in enforcement-related activities within 
the Protection Forest but it can be assumed that 
the Protection Forest will benefit from, and be 
somewhat protected by, activities within the 
Nantu Wildlife Reserve and Production Forest.. 
This scenario assumes that there is no concession 
holder in the Production Forest and YANI has no 
legal authority over the area, but assumes de 
facto responsibility to protect it. This means 
certain activities will be conducted at both the 
Reserve and in the Production Forest, that 
resources and personnel will be shared at a 

“Network” level.19

Scenario Costs  

  Should the government grant 
a concession to a logging company in this area, 
YANI would have to focus its activities in the 
Reserve unless it establishes a collaborative 
agreement with the concession holder.  

The Minimal Scenario ten-year total costs are 
$3,703,089, or $370,309 on average per year.  
This includes average yearly costs of $193,560 
at the Network level, $124,335 in the Wildlife 
Reserve and $51,963 in the Production forest. 
The total start-up cost is $106,362. 
 
Key cost drivers for the projection period are: 
• zonation and enforcement, which accounts 

for 34-45% of total costs; 
• personnel,  ranging from $189,833-307,438 

per year  or 48-72%  of total costs; and 
• start-up costs, which occur from 2009 to 

2013 and equate to $106,362. Of this, 24% 
is attributed to contractual services, 74% to 
capital assets, and 2% to supplies and 
materials.  

                                                      
19 Network level refers to personnel and resources allocated 
to activities and functions that address issues across the 
entire Nantu Forest.. A network management strategy 
allows a group of areas 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   
 

Status Quo: Overview of Net Funding Require 
(2009-2018) 

Total Costs 
Funding 
Net Funding Required 

NPV 

$1,705,165 
$381,165 
$1,324,000 

$1,115,675 
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Funding & Revenue 
 
The four sources of funding provide a total of 
$604,502 over the projection period and the net 
funding requirement stands at $3,098,587 or 
$2,651,138 in present value terms.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

Minimal: Overview of Net Funding required 

Total Costs  
Funding 

$3,703,089 
$604,502 

Net funding Required $3,098,587 

NPV $2,651,138 

Start-up Costs 54,841 46,692 919 2,887 1,023 - - - - - 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
304,890      414,800      381,694      324,629      325,112      347,203      393,434      381,760      404,658      424,908      

1 Policy & Planning 21,606        16,732        16,867        19,873        18,773        19,806        21,604        22,044        23,257        24,536        
2 Zonation & Enforcement 117,660      149,703      128,993      141,398      145,139      156,226      178,117      170,429      181,165      189,692      
3 Research & Monitoring 41,508        52,125        38,845        43,800        43,889        47,355        56,918        51,536        54,846        57,361        
4 IEC 41,922        31,686        32,451        36,561        36,379        38,380        41,200        42,718        45,068        47,546        
5 Community Engagement & Livelihoods 29,324        116,746      119,914      31,589        31,133        32,846        35,361        36,558        38,569        40,690        
6 Tourism Development 25,236        21,247        21,003        24,409        23,508        24,855        26,988        27,604        29,185        30,724        
7 Finance & Administration 27,634        26,560        23,620        26,998        26,290        27,736        33,245        30,871        32,568        34,360        
8 Other -                 -                 -                 -                 -                 -                 -                 -                 -                 -                 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
1 Policy & Planning 7% 4% 4% 6% 6% 6% 5% 6% 6% 6%
2 Zonation & Enforcement 39% 36% 34% 44% 45% 45% 45% 45% 45% 45%
3 Research & Monitoring 14% 13% 10% 13% 13% 14% 14% 13% 14% 13%
4 IEC 14% 8% 9% 11% 11% 11% 10% 11% 11% 11%
5 Community Engagement & Livelihoods 10% 28% 31% 10% 10% 9% 9% 10% 10% 10%
6 Tourism Development 8% 5% 6% 8% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7%
7 Finance & Administration 9% 6% 6% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8%
8 Other 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Chart 3. Minimal – Total Costs Broken Down by Function (2009-2018) 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
COST 304,890      414,800      381,694      324,629      325,112      347,203      393,434      381,760      404,658      424,908      
Personnel 189,883      200,326      211,344      222,968      235,232      248,169      261,819      276,219      291,411      307,438      
Contractual Services 29,110        5,220          4,452          4,697          4,955          5,228          5,515          5,819          6,139          6,476          
Travel 9,403          10,588        9,010          12,539        13,229        13,956        14,724        15,534        16,388        17,290        
Supplies & Materials 28,060        35,512        36,270        40,593        41,316        43,588        45,985        48,515        51,183        53,998        
Fuels 4,933          8,404          8,866          11,682        12,324        13,002        13,717        14,472        15,268        16,107        
Occupancy 4,044          5,124          5,406          5,703          6,017          6,348          6,697          7,065          7,454          7,864          
Capital Assets 28,281        46,692        919             16,004        1,023          5,290          32,716        1,202          3,169          1,337          
Assets Maintenance 666             1,216          1,283          1,354          1,428          1,507          1,590          1,677          1,769          1,866          
Miscellaneous 10,509        101,717      104,143      9,088          9,588          10,115        10,672        11,259        11,878        12,531        

CONTRIBUTION 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Personnel 62% 48% 55% 69% 72% 71% 67% 72% 72% 72%
Contractual Services 10% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 2% 2% 2%
Travel 3% 3% 2% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%
Supplies & Materials 9% 9% 10% 13% 13% 13% 12% 13% 13% 13%
Fuels 2% 2% 2% 4% 4% 4% 3% 4% 4% 4%
Occupancy 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Capital Assets 9% 11% 0% 5% 0% 2% 8% 0% 1% 0%
Assets Maintenance 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Miscellaneous 3% 25% 27% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3%

Chart 4. Minimal – Total Costs Broken Down by Budget Category (2009-2018) 
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Optimal Scenario 

Scenario Summary 

The Optimal Scenario represents the personnel 
and resources required to ensure that YANI 
objectives are met in the most cost effective and 
strategic manner possible across the entire Nantu 
Forest (Nantu Wildlife Reserve, Production 
Forest, and Protection Forest). This scenario 
assumes that there is no concession holder in the 
Production Forest and YANI assumes de facto 
responsibility to protect that area. In addition, 
this assumes that YANI will establish agreement  

 
with the local government to also engage in 
activities within the Protection forest. In other 
words, certain activities will be conducted across 
the entire Nantu Forest and some resources and 
personnel will be shared at a “Network” level.  
In this scenario YANI will not have a legal 
authority over the production forest area.  In the 
case the government grants a concession to a 
logging company in this area, YANI will have to 
focus its activities in the Reserve unless it 
establishes an agreement with the concession 
holder. 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
386,742      665,686      563,530      562,579      513,079      546,426      608,227      635,402      652,733      674,185      

1 Policy & Planning 26,813        24,262        24,582        28,012        27,360        28,865        31,446        32,127        33,894        35,759        
2 Zonation & Enforcement 149,343      184,447      163,928      248,133      234,668      250,387      281,204      275,749      301,335      309,991      
3 Research & Monitoring 56,310        171,560      97,076        85,442        79,616        85,825        97,322        122,879      104,149      104,269      
4 IEC 51,629        44,182        45,174        52,372        53,060        55,978        60,336        62,305        65,732        69,347        
5 Community Engagement & Livelihoods 39,031        166,606      163,803      69,084        49,011        51,707        55,260        57,551        60,717        64,056        
6 Tourism Development 30,642        40,486        37,632        44,243        34,487        36,697        39,504        43,836        43,496        45,180        
7 Finance & Administration 32,974        34,143        31,335        35,292        34,877        36,968        43,155        40,954        43,409        45,582        
8 Other -                 -                 -                 -                 -                 -                 -                 -                 -                 -                 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
1 Policy & Planning 7% 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
2 Zonation & Enforcement 39% 28% 29% 44% 46% 46% 46% 43% 46% 46%
3 Research & Monitoring 15% 26% 17% 15% 16% 16% 16% 19% 16% 15%
4 IEC 13% 7% 8% 9% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
5 Community Engagement & Livelihoods 10% 25% 29% 12% 10% 9% 9% 9% 9% 10%
6 Tourism Development 8% 6% 7% 8% 7% 7% 6% 7% 7% 7%
7 Finance & Administration 9% 5% 6% 6% 7% 7% 7% 6% 7% 7%
8 Other 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Chart 5. Optimal – Total costs broken down by Function (2009-2018) 

Chart 6. Optimal – Total Costs Broken Down by Budget Category (2009-2018) 

 
 

Start-up Costs 57,918 166,068 36,223 43,623 2,609 - - - - - 

 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
COST 386,742      665,686      563,530      562,579      513,079      546,426      608,227      635,402      652,733      674,185      
Personnel 262,207      276,628      291,843      350,943      370,245      390,609      412,092      434,757      458,669      483,896      
Contractual Services 29,110        127,110      8,809          4,697          4,955          5,228          5,515          5,819          6,139          6,476          
Travel 15,854        17,394        16,190        20,114        21,221        22,388        23,619        24,918        26,289        27,735        
Supplies & Materials 28,060        35,825        39,955        56,769        58,381        61,592        64,979        68,553        72,324        76,301        
Fuels 4,933          8,578          10,540        14,390        15,181        16,016        16,897        17,826        18,807        19,841        
Occupancy 4,044          9,391          9,907          10,452        11,027        11,633        12,273        12,948        13,660        14,412        
Capital Assets 31,358        50,308        36,683        56,741        2,609          7,881          40,062        35,987        20,350        7,021          
Assets Maintenance 666             1,216          1,467          1,778          1,876          1,979          2,087          2,202          2,323          2,451          
Miscellaneous 10,509        139,235      148,138      46,695        27,584        29,101        30,702        32,390        34,172        36,051        

CONTRIBUTION 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Personnel 68% 42% 52% 62% 72% 71% 68% 68% 70% 72%
Contractual Services 8% 19% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Travel 4% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%
Supplies & Materials 7% 5% 7% 10% 11% 11% 11% 11% 11% 11%
Fuels 1% 1% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3%
Occupancy 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Capital Assets 8% 8% 7% 10% 1% 1% 7% 6% 3% 1%
Assets Maintenance 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Miscellaneous 3% 21% 26% 8% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
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Scenario Costs  
 
The Optimal Scenario ten-year costs are 
$5,808,590 in total, or $580,859 on average per 
year.  This includes average yearly costs of 
$301,775 at the Network level, $167,788 in the 
Wildlife Reserve, $58,970 in the Production 
forest, and $74,602 in the Protection forest 
(starting in 2012). The total start up cost is 
$306,442. 
 
Key cost drivers over the projection period 
include: 

• zonation and enforcement which account 
for 28-46% of total costs; 

• 91-126 personnel whose costs range 
from $262,207- 483,896 per year and 
account for 42-72% of  total costs; and 

• start-up costs of $306,442, of which 
46% is attributed to contractual services, 
53% to capital assets, and 1% to supplies 

and materials.  

Funding & Revenue 

The four sources of funding provide a total of 
$795,933 over the projection period leaving a net 
funding requirement of $5,012,657 or 
$4,285,710 in present value terms. 

REDD – Avoided Deforestation (AD) 

Scenario Summary 

The REDD-AD scenario represents the 
personnel and resources required for the Optimal 
Scenario as well as those required to implement 
a REDD project through avoided deforestation 
(AD). This includes REDD in the Production 
Forest and conservation activities across the 
entire Nantu Forest equal to those in the Optimal 

Scenario (Nantu Wildlife Reserve, Production 
Forest, and Protection Forest).  
 
For the purposes of this study, this scenario 
assumes that YANI forms a company that will 
obtain an ecosystem restoration concession (RE) 
in the Production Forest20

Scenario Costs  

.  This is modeled after 
the Hutan Harapan scheme implemented by 
Burung Indonesia (Birdlife International in 
Indonesia).  REDD revenues in this scenario will 
be used to cover costs of activities for the entire 
Nantu Forest.  Having a legal presence in the 
Production Forest through a private company 
will also provide support for Nantu Forest 
management both in the Production Forest as 
well as across the Nantu Forest as a whole.  This 
scenario is based on numerous assumptions that 
would need to be analyzed further before 
deciding to pursue a REDD project. A more 
detailed review of REDD as a revenue 
generating mechanism is included in Appendix 
8. 

The REDD-AD ten-year total costs are 
$7,593,975, or $759,397 on average per year. 
This includes average yearly costs of $302,732 
at the Network level, $161,905 in the Wildlife 
Reserve, $242,434 in the Production forest, and 
$74,602 in the Protection forest (starting in 
2012). The total start up cost is $767,503. 
 
Costs are relatively high over the projection 
period and are driven by:  
• Planning and implementing:- 
 Start-up costs of $767,503. Of this, 

$601,931 is contractual services, 
$162,691 capital assets, and $2,880, 
supplies and materials; 

                                                      
20 REDD activities can also be implemented under a range 
of licensed concession according to the Ministry of Forestry 
regulations on  Procedures for Reducing Emission from 
Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD) -  May 2009. 

Optimal: Overview of Net Funding Required 

Total Costs $5,808,590 

Funding $795,933 

Net funding required $5,012,657 

NPV $4,285,710 
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 The policy and planning function in 
2009 ($392,014), which accounts for 
45% of the total costs for that year; and 

 Similarly the contractual services for 
2009 account for 59% of total cost for 
that year and between 16 and 28% for 
the remaining years; 

• The zonation and enforcement function, 
which accounts for 17-37% of total costs; 
and 

• 91-126 personnel, amounting to $262,207-
483-896 or 30-58% of total costs.

 

Chart  7. REDD-AD Total Costs Broken Down by Function (2009-2018) 

 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
867,996      763,970      677,373      781,803      639,789      680,105      749,258      784,189      809,703      839,789      

1 Policy & Planning 392,014      23,574        23,855        126,366      26,552        28,012        30,546        31,178        32,893        34,702        
2 Zonation & Enforcement 149,343      183,758      163,202      247,367      233,859      249,534      280,304      274,800      300,333      308,935      
3 Research & Monitoring 56,723        208,477      136,024      126,532      122,966      131,559      145,571      173,782      157,852      160,926      
4 IEC 51,629        43,493        44,448        51,606        52,252        55,125        59,436        61,356        64,731        68,291        
5 Community Engagement & Livelihoods 39,031        165,918      163,076      68,318        48,203        50,854        54,360        56,602        59,715        62,999        
6 Tourism Development 30,642        39,798        36,906        43,477        33,678        35,844        38,604        42,887        42,495        44,123        
7 Finance & Administration 148,614      55,883        48,996        53,924        54,533        57,706        65,034        64,035        67,760        71,273        
8 Other -                  43,069        60,866        64,214        67,745        71,471        75,402        79,549        83,925        88,541        

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
1 Policy & Planning 45% 3% 4% 16% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%
2 Zonation & Enforcement 17% 24% 24% 32% 37% 37% 37% 35% 37% 37%
3 Research & Monitoring 7% 27% 20% 16% 19% 19% 19% 22% 19% 19%
4 IEC 6% 6% 7% 7% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8%
5 Community Engagement & Livelihoods 4% 22% 24% 9% 8% 7% 7% 7% 7% 8%
6 Tourism Development 4% 5% 5% 6% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
7 Finance & Administration 17% 7% 7% 7% 9% 8% 9% 8% 8% 8%
8 Other 0% 6% 9% 8% 11% 11% 10% 10% 10% 11%

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
COST 867,996      763,970      677,373      781,803      639,789      680,105      749,258      784,189      809,703      839,789      
Personnel 262,207      276,628      291,843      350,943      370,245      390,609      412,092      434,757      458,669      483,896      
Contractual Services 509,951      216,445      107,695      208,141      115,017      121,343      128,017      135,058      142,486      150,323      
Travel 16,019        19,660        18,580        22,636        23,881        25,195        26,580        28,042        29,585        31,212        
Supplies & Materials 28,143        46,840        57,091        74,848        77,455        81,715        86,209        90,950        95,953        101,230      
Fuels 5,015          8,491          10,448        14,293        15,079        15,908        16,783        17,706        18,680        19,708        
Occupancy 4,044          5,124          5,406          5,703          6,017          6,348          6,697          7,065          7,454          7,864          
Capital Assets 31,358        50,308        36,683        56,741        2,609          7,881          40,062        35,987        20,350        7,021          
Assets Maintenance 666             1,216          1,467          1,778          1,876          1,979          2,087          2,202          2,323          2,451          
Miscellaneous 10,592        139,257      148,161      46,720        27,610        29,128        30,730        32,421        34,204        36,085        

CONTRIBUTION 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Personnel 30% 36% 43% 45% 58% 57% 55% 55% 57% 58%
Contractual Services 59% 28% 16% 27% 18% 18% 17% 17% 18% 18%
Travel 2% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%
Supplies & Materials 3% 6% 8% 10% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12%
Fuels 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Occupancy 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Capital Assets 4% 7% 5% 7% 0% 1% 5% 5% 3% 1%
Assets Maintenance 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Miscellaneous 1% 18% 22% 6% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%

Start-up Costs 513,978 171,068 36,223 43,623 $2,609 - - - - - 

 
Chart 8. REDD-AD – Total Costs Broken Down by Budget Category (2009-2018) 
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Funding & Revenue 
 
The four sources of funding provide $795,933. 
In addition to which, the REDD-AD scenario 
would also generate revenue from Voluntary 
Emission Reduction (VER) credits and non-
timber forest products (NTFP). 
 

  

Net Funding Required 

Over the projection period, there is a net funding 
requirement of $5,460,177 or $4,737,691 in 
present value terms.  

 

 

REDD – Reduced Impact Logging (RIL) 

Scenario Summary 

The REDD-RIL scenario represents the 
personnel and resources required for the Optimal 
Scenario and also to implement a REDD project 
through Reduced Impact Logging (RIL). This 
includes REDD in the Production Forest and 
conservation activities across the entire Nantu 
Forest equal to those in the Optimal Scenario 
(Nantu Wildlife Reserve, Production Forest, and 
Protection Forest). 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
This scenario assumes that YANI forms a 
company that will obtain a RIL concession in  
the Production Forest. Timber and REDD 
revenues in this scenario will be used to cover 
costs for the entire Nantu Forest.  Having a legal 
presence in the Production Forest through a 
private company will also provide provide 
support for Nantu Forest management as a 
whole. As with the REDD-AD scenario, this 
option is based on numerous assumptions that 
would need to be analyzed further before 
deciding to pursue a REDD-RIL project.  

                                                      
21 It is assumed that the credits will be sold each year such 
that the project will generate a yearly cash flow. In other 
words, credits will not be sold forward, however this could 
be a reasonable alternative.  
 

REDD-AD: Overview of Net Funding Required 
(2009-2018) 

Total Costs $7,593,975 

Funding $795,933 

Revenue $1,337,864 

Net funding required $5,460,177 

NPV $4,737,691 

Source Total Contribution 

Voluntary Emission 
Reduction Carbon Credits 
(VERs)21

$1,085,958 
 

Non-timber forest products 
(NTFP) 

$251,907 

TOTAL $1,337,864 

Table 11.  REDD-AD – Revenue Overview (2009-2018) 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Total $19,565 $104,176 $105,312 $106,509 $107,773 $109,106 $194,048 $195,531 $197,097 $198,748
Carbon Credit -              $83,535 $83,535 $83,535 $83,535 $83,535 $167,070 $167,070 $167,070 $167,070
Timber Product -              -              -              -              -              -              -              -              -              -              
NTFP $19,565 $20,641 $21,776 $22,974 $24,238 $25,571 $26,977 $28,461 $30,026 $31,678

Chart  9. REDD-AD Revenue Breakdown  (2009-2018) 
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Scenario Costs  

The REDD-RIL ten-year total costs are 
$7,356,663 in total, or $735,666 on average per 
year. This includes average yearly costs of 
$307,139 at the Network level, $161,905 in the 
Wildlife Reserve, $214,295 in the Production 
forest, and $74,602 in the Protection forest 
(starting in 2012). The total start-up cost is 
$923,677. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Chart 10. REDD-RIL – Total Costs Broken Down by Function (2009-2018) 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
990,484      733,610      592,589      751,437      607,752      646,306      719,979      746,571      770,016      797,919      

1 Policy & Planning 503,524      23,976        24,280        126,814      27,024        28,511        31,073        31,733        33,478        35,320        
2 Zonation & Enforcement 149,343      184,161      163,627      247,815      234,332      250,033      280,831      275,355      300,919      309,553      
3 Research & Monitoring 56,310        171,274      96,775        85,124        79,280        85,471        96,948        122,485      103,733      103,830      
4 Information, Education & Communication 51,629        43,896        44,872        52,054        52,724        55,624        59,962        61,911        65,316        68,909        
5 Community Engagement & Livelihoods 39,031        166,320      163,501      68,766        48,676        51,353        54,886        57,157        60,301        63,617        
6 Tourism Development 30,642        40,200        37,331        43,925        34,151        36,342        39,130        43,442        43,080        44,741        
7 Finance & Administration 148,614      56,285        49,420        54,372        55,006        58,204        65,560        64,591        68,346        71,891        
8 Other 11,391        47,497        12,783        72,567        76,558        80,769        91,589        89,898        94,842        100,058      

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
1 Policy & Planning 51% 3% 4% 17% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%
2 Zonation & Enforcement 15% 25% 28% 33% 39% 39% 39% 37% 39% 39%
3 Research & Monitoring 6% 23% 16% 11% 13% 13% 13% 16% 13% 13%
4 Information, Education & Communication 5% 6% 8% 7% 9% 9% 8% 8% 8% 9%
5 Community Engagement & Livelihoods 4% 23% 28% 9% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8%
6 Tourism Development 3% 5% 6% 6% 6% 6% 5% 6% 6% 6%
7 Finance & Administration 15% 8% 8% 7% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9%
8 Other 1% 6% 2% 10% 13% 12% 13% 12% 12% 13%

tart-up Costs 634,773 206,449 36,223 43,623 $2,609 - - - - - 

 
Chart 11. REDD-RIL – Total Costs Broken Down by Budget Category (2009-2018) 

 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
COST 990,484      733,610      592,589      751,437      607,752      646,306      719,979      746,571      770,016      797,919      
Personnel 262,207      276,628      291,843      350,943      370,245      390,609      412,092      434,757      458,669      483,896      
Contractual Services 509,951      149,539      27,196        123,216      25,421        26,819        28,294        29,850        31,492        33,224        
Travel 15,854        19,485        18,396        22,442        23,676        24,979        26,353        27,802        29,331        30,944        
Supplies & Materials 28,060        37,708        41,940        58,864        60,591        63,924        67,439        71,148        75,062        79,190        
Fuels 4,933          9,026          11,012        14,888        15,707        16,571        17,483        18,444        19,459        20,529        
Occupancy 4,044          5,124          5,406          5,703          6,017          6,348          6,697          7,065          7,454          7,864          
Capital Assets 31,358        85,689        36,683        56,741        2,609          7,881          46,440        35,987        20,350        7,021          
Assets Maintenance 707             1,967          2,259          2,614          2,758          2,909          3,069          3,238          3,416          3,604          
Miscellaneous 133,369      148,444      157,853      116,026      100,728      106,268      112,112      118,278      124,784      131,647      

CONTRIBUTION 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Personnel 26% 38% 49% 47% 61% 60% 57% 58% 60% 61%
Contractual Services 51% 20% 5% 16% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%
Travel 2% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%
Supplies & Materials 3% 5% 7% 8% 10% 10% 9% 10% 10% 10%
Fuels 0% 1% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 3% 3%
Occupancy 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Capital Assets 3% 12% 6% 8% 0% 1% 6% 5% 3% 1%
Assets Maintenance 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Miscellaneous 13% 20% 27% 15% 17% 16% 16% 16% 16% 16%
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A review of key cost drivers over the projection 
period indicate that: 
 
• similar to the REDD-AD scenario, the costs 

associated with planning are relatively 
high: 
 start-up costs amount to $923,677 of 

which $601,931 is contractual 
services, most occurring in 2009 (51% 
of total costs for that year), $198,071 
to capital assets, $2,880 to supplies 
and materials, and $120,795 for 
miscellaneous costs;  

 in 2009, the policy and planning 
function accounts for 51% of the total 
costs; and  

 in 2009, a fee to the government to 
secure the RIL concession costs 
$11.35/hectare, or a total of $113,575. 

• zonation and enforcement accounts for 15-
39% of total costs; and 

• personnel (91-126) accounts for between 
$262,207-483,896 or 26-61% of total costs.  

Funding & Revenue 

The four existing sources of funding provide 
$795,933. In addition, the REDD-RIL scenario 
would also generate revenue from: 
• Selling timber; 
• Generating and selling Voluntary Emission 

Reduction (VER) credits, and  
• Selling non-timber forest products (NTFP).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
Net Funding Required 

 
Over the projection period, there is a net funding 
requirement of $1,503,914 or $1,497,787 in 
present value terms. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

  

Source Total Contribution 

Timber $4,577,714 

Voluntary Emission 
Reduction Credits (VERs) 

$353,148 

Non-timber forest products 
(NTFP) 

$125,953 

TOTAL $5,056,816 

Table 12. REDD-RIL – Revenue Overview 
 (2009-2018) 

REDD-RIL : Overview of Net Funding Required 
(2009-2018) 

Total Costs $7,356,663 

Funding $795,933 

Revenue $5,056,816 

Net Funding 
Required 

$1,503,914 

NPV $1,497,787 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Total $9,783 $37,486 $38,053 $592,393 $623,480 $656,278 $718,044 $754,548 $793,060 $833,691
Carbon Credit -              $27,165 $27,165 $27,165 $27,165 $27,165 $54,331 $54,331 $54,331 $54,331
Timber Product -              -              -              $553,741 $584,196 $616,327 $650,225 $685,987 $723,717 $763,521
NTFP $9,783 $10,321 $10,888 $11,487 $12,119 $12,785 $13,489 $14,230 $15,013 $15,839

Chart 12. REDD-RIL –Revenue Breakdown (2009-2018) 
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Overview of Operating Scenarios and Protected Area Costs

Operating Scenarios 
 
The Status Quo scenario comprises forest 
protection activities only, with limited 
livelihoods and educational activities. Protection 
work is based at the Adudu (southern boundary) 
and Limu (south-eastern boundary) posts only. 
This scenario has no activities in the northern 
half of the Nantu Nature Reserve. It is physically 
impossible for patrols from the southern 
boundary to enforce the northern part of the 
Nantu reserve, this being barely accessible/a 
minimum of three days trek over high 
mountains. Equipment under this scenario is 
insufficient for the task in-hand. The 

consequence of implementing this scenario 
would be destruction of Nantu from the North 
and a gradual degradation in overall quality of 
the Nantu Forest and its wildlife, with the project 
team insufficiently resourced to combat the 
severe threats. 
 
The “Minimal” Scenario provides sufficient 
activities and resources to achieve sustainable 
protection of the Nantu Forest. Its four field 
stations (including both southern and northern 
boundaries) enable protection of the entire Nantu 
Nature Reserve. Equipment and personnel levels 
are appropriate for the challenges faced. 
Livelihoods activities, education and training are 

 Status Quo Minimal Optimal REDD-AD REDD-RIL 

Hectares 33,023 42,946 62,631 62,631 62,631 
Costs and Funding 2009-2018 

Average cost per 
hectare per year  

$5.16 $8.62 $9.27 $12.12 $11.75* 

Total Costs $1,705,165 $3,703,089 $5,808,590 $7,593,975 $7,356,663 

Average Cost per 
year  

$170,517 $370,309 $580,859 $759,398 $735,666 

Average Cost per 
year – Network 

- $193,560 $301,775 $302,732 $307,139 

Average Cost per 
year – Nantu Wildlife 
Reserve 

- $124,335 $167,788 $161,905 $161,905 

Average Cost per 
year – Production 
Forest 

- $51,963 $58,970 $242,434 $214,295 

Average Cost per 
year – Protection 
Forest 

- - $74,602 $74,602 $74,602 

Total Start-up Costs $25,721 $106,362 $306,442 $767,503 $923,677 

Total Funding $381,165 $604,502 $795,933 $795,933 $795,933 

Total Revenue - - - $1,337,864 $5,056,816 

Net Funding 
Required 

$1,324,000 $3,098,587 $5,012,657 $5,460,177 $1,503,914 

Net Funding 
Required (NPV) 

$1,115,675 $2,651,138 $4,285,710 $4,737,691 $1,497,787 

*Note: Under the REDD -RIL scenario 10,002 hectares is under timber production, therefore the area conserved under this scenario  is 
52,629 hectares 

Table 13. Overview of Operating Scenarios 
 



NANTU FOREST CONSERVATION FUND September 2009 

 

31 
 

also implemented. 
 
The “Optimal” Scenario provides additional staff 
resources to YANI, including divisional co-
ordinators. Its main strengths lie in supporting 
sixty community forest enforcement participants 
and an additional two field stations. A key 
advantage is that this scenario encompasses 
direct protection of an additional 19,606 hectares 
of forest, namely the Boliyohuto Mountains and 
foothills. These have an important watershed 
protection role as the source of the Nantu River 
and are almost certain to yield discoveries of 
new plant and animal species. Their protection 
extends the altitudinal range (hence diversity) of 
the area protected. 
 
Given the large number of assumptions and 
relatively high degree of uncertainty regarding 
REDD opportunities as well as inadequacy of the 
Status Quo scenario, the Minimal and Optimal 
Scenarios are currently viewed as the most 
realistic when considering the Nantu Fund scale 
and scope. The difference in costs and revenues 
between these two scenarios is summarized in 
Appendix 10. 
 
It is recommended however that the REDD 
scenarios be fully investigated with further 
detailed analysis, since potential revenue sources 
from carbon, timber and non-timber forest 
products could provide a sustainable source of 
income for the CTF (Chapter 4). 
 
Protected Area Costs 
 
The Minimal and Optimal Scenarios require 
$8.62/ha/year and $9.27/ha/year, respectively to 
meet the conservation objectives. The cost to 
manage a protected area depends on numerous 
factors including immediacy and nature of 
threats such as the extent and proximity of the 
protected area borders to human settlements and 
general access. All things being equal, a 
relatively small area with intense pressure will 
likely cost more per hectare to protect than a 
more remote and relatively large landscape. 

Factors that need to be taken into consideration 
however include country wealth, cost of living, 
the nature of conservation work (labour 
intensive, capital intensive etc.) and the scope of 
activities included in cost calculations. As the 
Conservation Finance Alliance note in its recent 
study,22

 

 it would appear that there is no 
uniformly accepted definition of ‘per hectare’ 
costs, such that specific management costs cited 
by one organization may be excluded by another.  

Numerous studies provide a variety of costs that, 
as an example, range from as little as $0.42/ha 
(Papua) to $40 (Java-Bali) (Tables 14 and 15). A 
review of the financial costs and shortfalls of 
managing and expanding protected-area systems 
in developing countries completed in 2004 
showed that the average current spending 
reported by recent studies ranges from $0.05-
$3.00 per ha, while actual needs range from 
$0.90-$9.00 per ha.23

 

 In addition, it is difficult to 
determine how effective the  protection has been 
and whether objectives have been achieved. 

In summary, there are a range of cost 
requirements to ensure that areas are protected 
and objectives met. It is difficult to draw 
conclusions regarding current or required 
budgets compared with actual conservation 
impact and objectives realization. That being 
said, the per hectare cost requirements in both 
the Minimal and Optimal scenarios are within 
the range of comparative scenarios. 
  

                                                      
22 Conservation Finance Alliance (CFA) 2008. 
23 Bruner, A., Gullison, R., and Balmford, A., 2004.  
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24 Bruner, A., 2007. 

CI study found that median size, median threat protected area equal to 33,000 ha with 40% of the border 
within 10km of road would require $345,000 per year, or $10/ha.24

 

 In terms of in-country costs, the study 
found the following (ninety percent confidence interval limits in parenthesis): 

Country GDP/country size HDI  Total Management Cost  Per hectare Cost 

Indonesia ~300,000 2 $450,000 
($375,000-500,000) 

$14 
($11-17) 

Madagascar, Chad ~5,000 3 $62,000 
($50,000-80,000) 

$2  
($1.50-2.40) 

Cameroon ~20,000 3 $90,000 
($70,000-115,000) 

$3 
($2-3.50) 

Ecuador, Peru ~45,000 2 $275,000 
($230,000-330,000) 

$8.50 
($7-10) 

United Sates ~1,000,000 1 $1.5 million 
($1.2-2 million) 

$47 
($36-62) 

HDI – Human Development Index 

Table 14. Variation in Management Cost for Countries at Five Different Levels of Wealth 

A study by The Ministry of Environment of Indonesia and TNC in 2007 looked at current patterns of resource 
allocation for management in Indonesian national parks (NP) and conservation forests (CF). While the study 
does not have data to draw conclusions about the link between management effectiveness and budget 
allocation, it provides the following breakdown of costs: 
 
The study also used a modeling approach to estimate the minimum investment per hectare that would be 
required to implement basic management functions in conservation forest reserves and ultimately concluded 
that Indonesian National Parks require $2.79/ha, and other conservation areas $6.69/ha.  
 
 NP Total Budget NP Budget/Ha CF Total Budget CF Budget/Ha 

Java-Bali $6,067,314 $12.66 $5,935,454 $40.13 

Maluku, NTT, NTB $2,143,675 $3.98 $2,247,273 $4.22 

Sulawesi $1,912,542 $2.92 $2,975,002 $3.52 

Sumatra $7.886,106 $2.04 $5,979,607 $4.06 

Kalimantan $3,423,110 $0.91 $2,188,295 $1.90 

Papua $1,022,060 $0.35 $2,561,177 $0.42 

Table 15. Breakdown of 2007 Budget by Area and per Hectare for National Parks and Conservation Forests 
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4. INVESTMENT STRUCTURE AND FUND CAPITALIZATION 

Sections 
 

Summary 

• Investment 
Structure Scenarios 

 

• Fund Capitalization  

• In order to implement the Optimal Scenario, the personnel and resources 
required to ensure that YANI objectives are met in the most cost effective and 
strategic manner possible across the entire Nantu Forest (Nantu Wildlife Reserve, 
Production Forest, and Protection Forest), a total of $5,012,657 is required over 
the projection period. On average, the Optimal Scenario requires $580,859 per 
year.  

• There are essentially three different fund mechanisms that could be pursued 
(individually or collectively) when considering development of a CTF: 
endowment, sinking, and revolving. 

• Three CTF structures are explored:  
1. One: Start-up and ongoing costs are covered 100% through an endowment. 

This would require an endowment of $9,043,271  
2. Two: Start-up costs covered 100% through a sinking fund and ongoing covered 

100% through an endowment. This would require a sinking fund of $214,446 
and an endowment of $8,792,750for the optimal scenario.  

3. Three: Start-up and ongoing costs are covered 80% through an endowment 
and 20% through a sinking fund. This would require a sinking fund of $685,550 
and an endowment of $7,234,616. 

• Three Fund Capitalization Scenarios are explored with regard to structure option 
two and the Optimal Operating Scenario to understand the cash flow 
implications. Depending on the size and timing of the capitalization, the scenarios 
explored indicate that $$9,018,728-$11,025,037 will need to be raised.  

• Enough money should be raised to capitalize the minimal scenario , which would 
require an endowment of $5,608,277. 
 

 

Investment Structure Scenarios 

For the purposes of this report, the Optimal 
Scenario was selected to explore capitalization 
requirements. In order to implement the 
Optimal Scenario that includes the Wildlife 
Reserve, Production Forest, and Protection 
Forest, it is estimated that a total of $5,012,657 
is required over the projection period.25

 

 On 
average, the Optimal Scenario requires 
$580,859 per year.  

 
                                                      
25 This is the net operational funding required  after 
taking into account the current and planned funding from 
government and funders.  

 
 
A summary of the financial situation, looking 
at funding and revenue, expenses, capital 
expenditures, and net funding required is 
presented in Figures 6, followed by cash 
sources in Figure 7. 
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The Trust Fund structure should be developed to 
ensure that there are sufficient resources to cover 
the costs of implementing the Optimal Scenario 
over the projection period and beyond.  There 
are essentially three different fund mechanisms 
that could be pursued (individually or 
collectively). A review of each of these, and 
their comparative advantages and disadvantages, 
is provided in Table 16.   
 

Three options were explored to highlight the 
initial size requirements using different 
mechanisms. The size of endowment and sinking 
funds discussed here assume that all funds are 
secured on or before January 1, 2009. These are 
meant to provide illustrations as to the size of 
trust needed given different structures. The next 
section, Fund Capitalization, reviews the 
implications of the timing and size of 
contributions to the Fund 

.  
Table 16. CTF Potential Fund Mechanisms  

-
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Figure 6. Optimal Scenario Financial Summary 
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Figure 7. Optimal Scenario Cash Sources1 
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In order to investigate different investment structures, the CCIF’s Protected Area Financial Model 
was used (Chapter 2) and the following assumptions were made:  
 
Assumption  Value Explanation  

Percent 
Investment 
Income to 
Disburse 

80.0% 80% of the investment income each year will be disbursed and 20% will remain 
in the Fund. In the case that the funding need is less than 80% of the 
investment income, only the portion required will be used.  

Approximate 
return per year 

7.0% CTFs globally have returned over 10% on average per year. Given the current 
global economic financial crisis, a slightly more conservative return outlook is 
required. Provided a diversified portfolio with a mixture of fixed income and 
equity investments, eight percent return, on average, is reasonable.  

Financial 
management fee 

0.0% It is currently assumed that ADM Capital will manage the fund pro bono.    

Tax rate 0.0% It is currently assumed that the Nantu Fund will not be subject to taxes. During 
setup of the Fund, efforts will need to be made to ensure this is the case.  

Annual fund 
operational costs  

$20,000 In order to operate the Fund, it is assumed that a certain amount of resources 
will need to be utilized to monitor/administer. This could be done in-house or 
through consultants.   Some donors e.g. GEF and the US Government fix 
ceilings on administrative costs , which vary between 10-25% of  the annual 
budget.26 

Inflation rate 5.5% The Bank of Indonesia is currently targeting a 5.5% inflation rate for 2009. 

Table 17. Investment Assumptions 

 
  

                                                      
26 Cited in Conservation Finance Alliance (CFA), 2008. 

Fund  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 

• Donors make one-time, 
unrestricted, contribution  

• Difficult and time 
consuming 

• Complex to set up 

• 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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Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Annual gross funding required $57,918 $166,068 $36,223 $43,623 $2,609 -               -               -               -               -               
Existing Funding & Revenue $26,323 $20,931 $3,546 $4,513 $312 -               -               -               -               -               
Annual net cost to be funded $31,595 $145,137 $32,677 $39,111 $2,297 -               -               -               -               -               
Initial Sinking Fund Needed $214,446

 
Option Overview 

One Start-up and ongoing costs are covered 100% through an endowment 

Two Start-up costs covered 100% through a sinking fund and ongoing costs100% through an endowment 

Three Start-up and ongoing costs are covered 80% through an endowment and 20% through a sinking fund  

 Table 18. Investment Structure Scenarios27 

Option One  

The total size of endowment necessary to cover both the start-up and ongoing costs is $9,043,271. Of 
that, $250,521 is required for the start-up costs and $8,792,750 is required for the ongoing costs. 

  
Chart 13. Option One: Endowment Calculation 

Option Two 

A sinking fund for the start-up costs and an endowment for the ongoing would require a sinking fund 
of $214,446 and an endowment of $8,792,750.  

Chart 14. Option Two: Sinking Fund Calculation 

 

 
Chart 15. Option Two: Endowment Calculation  

 
  

                                                      
27 The exact amount required to cover the start-up costs under different trust fund scenarios is driven by the calculation of 
the structure. In the case of the sinking fund calculation, it is assumed that the account will deplete to zero over a pre-
determined time frame and is simply the NPV of the yearly amount required. In the case of the endowment fund calculation 
there is an assumption that the account will remain into perpetuity and also that only 80% of the investment income can be 
utilized, so the size of the account required is higher than in the sinking fund scenario.    
 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Annual gross funding required $328,825 $499,618 $527,308 $518,956 $510,470 $546,426 $608,227 $635,402 $652,733 $674,185
Existing Funding & Revenue $149,448 $62,972 $51,616 $53,683 $61,084 $64,773 $68,336 $72,094 $76,059 $80,243
Annual net cost to be funded $179,376 $436,646 $475,692 $465,273 $449,386 $481,653 $539,892 $563,308 $576,673 $593,942
Initial Endowment Fund Needed $8,792,750

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Annual gross funding required $386,742 $665,686 $563,530 $562,579 $513,079 $546,426 $608,227 $635,402 $652,733 $674,185
Existing Funding & Revenue $175,771 $83,903 $55,162 $58,196 $61,396 $64,773 $68,336 $72,094 $76,059 $80,243
Annual net cost to be funded $210,971 $581,783 $508,369 $504,384 $451,683 $481,653 $539,892 $563,308 $576,673 $593,942
Initial Endowment Fund Needed $9,043,271
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Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Annual gross funding required $309,394 $532,549 $450,824 $450,063 $410,463 $437,141 $486,582 $508,321 $522,186 $539,348
Existing Funding & Revenue $140,617 $67,123 $44,129 $46,556 $49,117 $51,819 $54,669 $57,675 $60,847 $64,194
Annual net cost to be funded $168,777 $465,426 $406,695 $403,507 $361,346 $385,323 $431,913 $450,646 $461,339 $475,154
Initial Endowment Fund Needed $7,234,616

Option Three 
Utilizing a sinking fund to cover 20% of total costs and an endowment to cover the remaining 80% 
would require a sinking fund of $685,550 and an endowment of $7,234,616.  

Chart 16. Option Three: Sinking Fund Calculation 

 
 

Chart 17. Option Three: Endowment Calculation 

Review of the Options and Considerations 

  
For all options, the capital requirement is 
substantial and therefore capitalising the fund 
will be a significant challenge.  The pros and 
cons of the various options are considered 
below In addition, it will be important to 
consider the following: 
 
• Under the REDD-AD and REDD-RIL 

scenarios, the addition of a revolving fund 
may be considered. 
 

• The Fund Board should allow for new 
accounts to be added to the Trust over 
time. 

  
• The Fund Board will need to clearly 

define how the income and principal is to 
be used (or not used) for each structure of 
the trust.  

 
It is assumed that it may take several years to 
fully capitalize a fund sufficient for the 
optimal operating scenario.  However, enough 
money should be raised to at least capitalize 
the minimal scenario (Table 19). 

 

 

 
 
 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Annual gross funding required $77,348 $133,137 $112,706 $112,516 $102,616 $109,285 $121,645 $127,080 $130,547 $134,837
Existing Funding & Revenue $35,154 $16,781 $11,032 $11,639 $12,279 $12,955 $13,667 $14,419 $15,212 $16,049
Annual net cost to be funded $42,194 $116,357 $101,674 $100,877 $90,337 $96,331 $107,978 $112,662 $115,335 $118,788
Initial Sinking Fund Needed $685,550
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Table 19. Minimal Scenario - Review of Options 

 

Option 1 Endowment: Start-up and ongoing costs are covered 100% through an endowment 
Endowment: $9,043,271 Sinking Fund:  n/a Capital Requirement: $9,043,271 
Considerations: 

• The endowment should be able to cover all core and programmatic needs into perpetuity. 

• Donors may prefer to see their funds used more immediately and may not agree to contributing to an 
endowment 

 
Option 2 Hybrid:  Start-up costs covered 100% through a sinking fund and ongoing covered 100% through 

endowment 
Endowment: $8,792,750 Sinking Fund: $214,446 Capital Requirement: $9,007,196 
Considerations: 

• The endowment covers all ongoing costs into perpetuity  

• The sinking fund would be sufficient to meet start-up needs 

• Donors are often more willing to contribute to specific projects or programs that will be implemented 
soon, so sinking fund mechanism will provide that option  

• The sinking fund is depleted at the end of the projection period 

 
Option 3 Hybrid: Start-up and ongoing costs are covered 80% through an endowment and 20% through a 

sinking fund 
Endowment: $7,234,616 Sinking Fund: $685,550 Capital Requirement: $7,920,167 

• The endowment covers 80% of the ongoing costs into perpetuity  

• The sinking fund would be sufficient to meet 20% of the total need  

• Donors are often more willing to contribute to specific projects or programs that will be implemented 
soon, so sinking fund mechanism will provide the option to do so 

• The sinking fund depleted at the end of the projection period 

 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

Definition Start-up and ongoing costs 
are covered 100% through 
an endowment 

Start-up costs covered 
100% through a sinking 
fund and ongoing covered 
100% through an 
endowment 

Start-up and ongoing costs 
are covered 80% through 
an endowment and 20% 
through a sinking fund 

Endowment Fund $5,608,277 $5,536,415 $4,486,622 

Sinking Fund - $61,514 $424,571 

Total Needed $5,608,277 $5,597,929 $4,911,193 
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Fund Capitalization 
 
Given that it may take several years to 
capitalize the fund, different scenarios were 
explored using the Optimal Operating 
Scenario and Option Two for the Trust setup.  

Fund Capitalization Scenarios  

A summary of the scenarios is provided in 
Table 20, followed by detailed cash flows for 
each Charts 18-20). The scenarios were 
developed so that no additional funds will 
need to be raised over the projection period. In 
other words, 80% of income from the 
endowment as well as income and principal 
from the sinking fund will cover the necessary 
costs. 
 
At the end of the projection period, the 
endowment will still be in place but the 
sinking fund will be fully depleted.  The 
scenarios also assume that any funding gaps 
from an under-capitalized endowment in the 
early years will be covered by the sinking fund 

 
 

                                                      
28 It is assumed that the money raised in 2009 is raised 
mid-year such that it earns interest for half a year. In 
other words, we assume that in 2009, the money raised 
will earn 3.5% rather than 7.0%.  

These scenarios serve to illustrate different 
approaches to capitalizing the fund and the 
impact on the capital requirements.  As would 
be expected, the overall capital requirements 
increase with the period required to obtain 
funds. These scenarios and cash flow models 
should be considered in developing the 
fundraising strategy for the CTF. 

 200928 2010  2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 

Scenario 1        

Endowment $500,000 $700,000 $1,700,000 $1,825,000 $1,825,000 $3,025,037  

Sinking $500,000 $300,000 $300,000 $175,000 $175,000   

Total $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $3,025,037 $11,025,037 

Scenario 2         

Endowment  $500,000 $1,700,000 $1,775,000 $2,800,000 $2,067,008   

Sinking $500,000 $300,000 $225,000 $200,000    

Total $1,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $3,000,000 $2,067,008  $10,067,008 

Scenario 3        

Endowment $1,500,000 $2,500,000 $3,000,000 $1,018,728    

Sinking $500,000 $500,000      

Total $2,000,000 $3,000,000 $3,000,000 $1,018,728   $9,018,728 

Table 20. Fund Capitalization Scenarios (Endowment and Sinking) 
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2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Jan 1 Contributions

Additional Fund for endowment $500,000 $700,000 $1,700,000 $1,825,000 $1,825,000 $3,025,037
Additional Fund for Sinking $500,000 $300,000 $300,000 $175,000 $175,000

Total Contributions $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $3,025,037

Beginning Balance
Endowment $500,000 $1,197,500 $2,914,265 $4,780,065 $6,671,986 $9,790,431 $9,967,968 $10,107,520 $10,249,025 $10,392,512
Sinking $500,000 $606,529 $413,163 $249,654 $181,945 $91,853 $98,283 $95,901 $76,234 $48,148

Revenue
Endowment $17,500 $83,825 $203,999 $334,605 $467,039 $685,330.15 $697,757.79 $707,526.40 $717,431.77 $727,475.81
Sinking $17,500 $42,457 $28,921 $17,476 $12,736 $6,429.73 $6,879.81 $6,713.04 $5,336.35 $3,370.39

Expenses
Financial Management Cost -           -           -           -           -           -              -              -              -              -              
Fund Management Body Expenses $20,000 $21,100 $22,261 $23,485 $24,776 $26,139 $27,577 $29,094 $30,694 $32,382
Endowment Revenue Tax -           -           -           -           -           -              -              -              -              -              

Available for Grants
Endowment -           $45,960 $140,938 $244,199 $348,855 $522,125 $530,629 $536,928 $543,252 $549,599

Sinking $517,500 $648,986 $442,085 $267,130 $194,681 $98,283 $105,163 $102,614 $81,570 $51,519

Total Grants made
Endowment $0 $45,960 $140,938 $244,199 $348,855 $481,653 $530,629 $536,928 $543,252 $549,599

Endowment % Disbursed 0% 4% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
Sinking $210,971 $535,823 $367,430 $260,185 $102,828 $0 $9,262 $26,380 $33,422 $44,343

Ending Balance
Endowment $497,500 $1,214,265 $2,955,065 $4,846,986 $6,765,393 $9,967,968 $10,107,520 $10,249,025 $10,392,512 $10,538,007
Sinking $306,529 $113,163 $74,654 $6,945 $91,853 $98,283 $95,901 $76,234 $48,148 $7,175

Chart 18. Fund Capitalization Cash Flow – Scenario One  

 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Jan 1 Contributions

Additional Fund for endowment $500,000 $1,700,000 $1,775,000 $2,800,000 $2,067,008
Additional Fund for Sinking $500,000 $300,000 $225,000 $200,000

Total Contributions $1,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $3,000,000 $2,067,008

Beginning Balance
Endowment $500,000 $2,197,500 $4,003,265 $6,859,311 $9,022,349 $9,179,751 $9,314,541 $9,444,945 $9,577,174 $9,711,254
Sinking $500,000 $606,529 $394,163 $315,308 $193,633 $204,890 $219,232 $188,724 $138,451 $77,097

Revenue
Endowment $17,500 $153,825 $280,229 $480,152 $631,564 $642,583 $652,018 $661,146 $670,402 $679,788
Sinking $17,500 $42,457 $27,591 $22,072 $13,554 $14,342 $15,346 $13,211 $9,692 $5,397

Expenses
Financial Management Cost -           -           -           -           -           -           -           -           -           -           
Fund Management Body Expenses $20,000 $21,100 $22,261 $23,485 $24,776 $26,139 $27,577 $29,094 $30,694 $32,382
Endowment Revenue Tax -           -           -           -           -           -           -           -           -           -           

Available for Grants
Endowment -           $101,960 $201,922 $360,637 $480,475 $487,927 $494,037 $499,823 $505,628 $511,448

Sinking $517,500 $648,986 $421,755 $337,380 $207,187 $219,232 $234,578 $201,935 $148,142 $82,494

Total Grants made
Endowment $0 $101,960 $201,922 $360,637 $449,386 $481,653 $494,037 $499,823 $505,628 $511,448

Endowment % Disbursed 0% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
Sinking $210,971 $479,823 $306,446 $143,747 $2,297 $0 $45,854 $63,484 $71,045 $82,494

Ending Balance
Endowment $497,500 $2,228,265 $4,059,311 $6,955,341 $9,179,751 $9,314,541 $9,444,945 $9,577,174 $9,711,254 $9,847,212
Sinking $306,529 $169,163 $115,308 $193,633 $204,890 $219,232 $188,724 $138,451 $77,097 -           

Chart 19. Fund Capitalization Cash Flow – Scenario Two  

 



NANTU FOREST CONSERVATION FUND September 2009 

 

41 
 

Chart 20. Fund Capitalization Cash Flow – Scenario Three 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Jan 1 Contributions

Additional Fund for endowment $1,500,000 $2,500,000 $3,000,000 $1,018,728
Additional Fund for Sinking $500,000 $500,000

Total Contributions $2,000,000 $3,000,000 $3,000,000 $1,018,728

Beginning Balance
Endowment $1,500,000 $4,010,500 $7,066,647 $8,184,308 $8,298,888 $8,415,072 $8,532,883 $8,652,344 $8,773,477 $8,896,305
Sinking $500,000 $828,529 $508,231 $408,910 $367,987 $382,024 $372,218 $308,646 $222,381 $121,896

Revenue
Endowment $52,500 $280,735 $494,665 $572,902 $580,922 $589,055.07 $597,301.84 $605,664.07 $614,143.37 $622,741.37
Sinking $17,500 $57,997 $35,576 $28,624 $25,759 $26,741.71 $26,055.24 $21,605.22 $15,566.69 $8,532.70

Expenses
Financial Management Cost -           -           -           -           -           -              -              -              -              -              
Fund Management Body Expenses $20,000 $21,100 $22,261 $23,485 $24,776 $26,139 $27,577 $29,094 $30,694 $32,382
Endowment Revenue Tax -           -           -           -           -           -              -              -              -              -              

Available for Grants
Endowment $22,000 $203,488 $373,472 $434,836 $439,961 $445,105 $450,265 $455,438 $460,621 $465,811

Sinking $517,500 $886,526 $543,807 $437,534 $393,746 $408,766 $398,273 $330,251 $237,948 $130,428

Total Grants made
Endowment $22,000 $203,488 $373,472 $434,836 $439,961 $445,105 $450,265 $455,438 $460,621 $465,811

Endowment % Disbursed 1% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
Sinking $188,971 $378,295 $134,897 $69,547 $11,722 $36,548 $89,627 $107,870 $116,052 $128,131

Ending Balance
Endowment $1,510,500 $4,066,647 $7,165,580 $8,298,888 $8,415,072 $8,532,883 $8,652,344 $8,773,477 $8,896,305 $9,020,854
Sinking $328,529 $508,231 $408,910 $367,987 $382,024 $372,218 $308,646 $222,381 $121,896 $2,297
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5. INSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURE AND FUND MANAGEMENT 

Sections 
 

Summary 

• Indonesian Context 
 

• Institutional 
Arrangements 

 

• Governing 
Principles 

• The primary example of a CTF in Indonesia is Yayasan Keanekaragaman Hayati 
Indonesia (KEHATI); KEHATI set up a CTF to provide a sustainable and long-term 
financing mechanism for the organization.  

• In anticipation of setting up a Fund, the following options exist for YANI’s 
institutional structure: 
1. MoU with the local government (current setup) 
2.  MoU with the national government. 
3. MoU with the local or national government that owns and collaborates with 

a local company (PT) 

• The Fund could be set up as an offshore company or an offshore trust 

• 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. 

• To develop a strong Governing Board, it is important to consider the various 
stakeholder groups: government, private sector, international donors, and 
NGOs.  

 

 
Indonesian Context 
 
Very few organizations in Indonesia have set up 
CTFs. The primary example is Yayasan 
Keanekaragaman Hayati Indonesia (KEHATI). 
There is one other CTF in Indonesia: the Papua 
Conservation Fund. The Shield of Indonesian 
Seas also attempted, but ultimately failed to set 
up a fund.   The following provides an overview 
of KEHATI and a brief review of the Shield of 
Indonesia Seas Fund and the Papua Conservation 
Fund, as examples of CTF experience in 
Indonesia. An overview of various aspects of the 
organization is provided in Table 21. 

Indonesian Case Study One: KEHATI  

KEHATI was established in 1995 with 
assistance from the US Agency for International 
Development (USAID). The KEHATI 
Endowment was set up with an initial $16.5 
million from  
 

USAID through a ten year Cooperative 
Agreement between the two  
 
organizations (1995 to 2005). In addition to the 
$16.5 million, USAID gave $2.5 million to 
KEHATI to cover operating costs for the first 
five years of the Cooperative Agreement. 
KEHATI, to fulfill the Cooperative Agreement, 
secured $6.5 million, of which $4.7 million went 
to the endowment and $1.8 million went to 
operational and program expenses.29

 

 The 
endowment was developed to be invested in the 
United States. 

KEHATI secured a letter from the Ministry of 
Finance allowing them to classify their 
endowment revenue as charitable, thereby 
avoiding an Indonesian tax liability on 
endowment revenue.   

                                                      
29 This $6.5 million was secured primarily from 
International sources (98%), followed by the Indonesian 
private sector (2%). The government did not commit any 
money to the CTF fund. 
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Element Overview 
Legal status Yayasan; non-profit organization with US 501(c)(3) status. 
Organizational 
Focus 

KEHATI is focused on achieving biodiversity conservation in Indonesia through three primary 
focal areas: i) a grants program, ii) education and awareness, and iii) public policy advocacy. 
The grants program has three focal areas: community-based natural resource management, 
public policy advocacy, and information, education, and awareness research. 

Funding 
structure 

KEHATI has a CTF with current assets of approximately US$23 million. In addition to the CTF, 
KEHATI created a Green Mutual Fund to serve as a supplemental fundraising mechanism.  

Investment 
policy 

The CTF investment management policy is driven by two primary objectives: to preserve the 
real value of the assets over time and to provide a substantial, stable flow of income to finance 
the foundation’s activities. In order to achieve these objectives, the fund asset allocation targets 
60 percent (up to 80 percent) equities and 40 percent fixed income. Four or five fund managers 
invest the money while a fund advisor oversees the managers and reports back to the KEHATI 
internal finance team and investment committee. The KEHATI internal finance team and 
investment committee review the monthly reports of fund manager performance as well as a 
quarterly analysis of fund managers and investment strategies. The committee then advises the 
Board members of any recommended changes. In terms of costs, the fund has a strict policy that 
the fund managers, fund advisor, tax consultant, custodian fund cannot cost more than 2% AUM 
each year. Investment committee members do not receive any form of compensation. 

Grant making KEHATI’s CTF has allowed for the creation of a strong grant-making and technical assistance 
fund that supports community-level programs, public education, and scientific research on 
biodiversity across the country. This type of CTF and grant-making policy is referred to as 
multiple-issue, addressing environmental management and conservation on a fairly broad scale. 
It approaches conservation from multiple angles in an integrated manner, and requires long-term 
planning, multi-stakeholder involvement, multi-year budgeting, and a strong role for community. 
In order to support these programs, the CTF is required to disburse a minimum of 3% but no 
more than 5% of total assets (three-year moving average) per year. (Note: KEHATI does not 
provide funding directly to the government – and the government has not contributed to the 
capitalization or subsequent funding of KEHATI). 

Taxes KEHATI does not pay any taxes. Donations to the organization are tax deductible. 
Board Prior to 2003, KEHATI had a Board of Trustees, Executive Board, and three advisory 

committees. In 2003 the structure of KEHATI’s governance changed to a Governing Board, 
Supervisory Board, and Executive Board. The three advisory boards, investment, grant making, 
and resource mobilization, remain as non-formal but key elements of the organization.  

 
 
  

KEHATI 
US 501c3

Funding

Fund 
Managers

Fund Advisor
Internal 

Finance Team

Investment 
Committee

Custodian 
Bank

KEHATI 
Indonesia 

Bank Account

Operational 
Costs

Grant making

Flow-of-funds  

  

 
Disbursement 
requires 
authorization 
from the Board 

Table 21.  
Overview of KEHATI 
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The Green Mutual Fund which KEHATI 
developed to provide additional funds for the 
endowment is managed and invested in 
Indonesia, where all investors are also located.  
KEHATI and its fund manager split the 
management fees 50-50, each receiving 1% of 
AUM.  Investors can choose between three 
investment options varying in regards to who has 
ownership of the capital and who receives the 
returns (Table 22). 

It remains unclear what impact KEHATI has 
had since its inception,  and also how 
that is measured. At the time of writing, it is 
not therefore possible to comment on the 
effectiveness of its approach.   Compared to 
the proposed CTF for Nantu, it should be 
noted that KEHATI has a national mandate 
and oversees numerous projects throughout 
Indonesia. The Nantu CTF in contrast will be 
focused on the 62,000 hectare rainforest 
ecosystem and is therefore likely to be less 
resource intensive and simpler in its 
monitoring. 

Indonesian Case Study Two: Papua 
Conservation Fund  

The Papua Conservation Fund (PCF), based in 
Jayapura, Papua, was launched with support 
from Conservation International (CI) Indonesia 
and WWF in 1999 and started operating as a 
legal entity in Papua in 2001. The PCF has been 
capitalized by two main donors: British 
Petroleum (approximately $63,000) and 
Conservation International Melanesia 
($210,000). The PCF focuses on increasing 
conservation efforts throughput Papua (mainly 
terrestrial) by supporting community-based 
organizations, local NGOs, universities, and 
research institutions. 
 

The PCF is operated by a Managing Director 
who reports to a Board that makes decisions on 
grant- making on an irregular basis.  Since 2001, 
the PCF has awarded grants in two phases to 11 
projects. It is not clear what has been 
accomplished with these 11 grants although, plus 
operating costs, they have essentially depleted 
the PCF fund principal.  The PCF is now 
working on a renewed fundraising campaign to 
secure $5 million to support “significant 
biodiversity conservation actions.” 
 
The Papua Conservation Fund does not appear to 
have a clear management or fund focus and is 
not managed by experienced fund or 
conservation managers.   

Indonesian Case Study Three: Shield of 
Indonesian Seas  

The Shield of Indonesian Seas Foundation 
(Yayasan Perisai Laut Indonesia, or YPLI) is a 
local foundation setup in January 2004 to 
allocate funds from a marine conservation trust 
fund. The initial catalyst that formed YPLI was a 
US$1 million commitment by CI to the 
Indonesian Ministry of Marine Affairs and 
Fisheries through the Global Conservation Fund 
(GCF). Substantial effort was invested in finding 
support and funding for YPLI to generate the 
matched funding that GCF required. Despite its 
efforts, YPLI has been unable to capitalize on 
this commitment and has subsequently ceased to 
operate.  
 
 
  

 Gold Silver Regular  
Fees Fund manager (1% AUM) 

and KEHATI (1% AUM) 
Fund manager (1% AUM) 
and KEHATI (1% AUM) 

Fund manager (1% AUM) 
and KEHATI (1% AUM) 

Capital KEHATI Investor Investor 
Returns KEHATI KEHATI Investor 

Table 22. Supplemental Fundraising for Kehati’s CTF: Green Mutual Fund Investment Options  
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Institutional Arrangements 

Current status  

YANI has a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MoU) with the local government Balai 
Konservasi Sumberdaya Alam Sulawesi Utara 
(BKSDA Sulut) to support conservation efforts 
in the Nantu Wildlife Reserve.  Under this MoU, 
YANI is allowed to conduct conservation 
activities in line with a work plan agreed to by 
BKSDA Sulut, and also to provide input and 
suggestions to ensure effective management of 
the Reserve.  In order to maintain the MoU, 
YANI must report every three months as well as 
provide a yearly report to BKSDA Sulut. 

YANI’s experience, positive impact and its good 
relationships with the local government and 
communities, makes it the obvious candidate for 
continuing to lead the conservation effort in the 
area. YANI would therefore be the beneficiary 
of the Trust Fund.  As such and in anticipation of 
establishing the fund, YANI should investigate 
the pros and cons of signing an MoU at the 
national government level.  It is envisaged that 
this could raise YANI’s profile and strengthen its 
position in the event of a change in local 
government.  Conversely, however, this may 
also result in additional bureaucracy. Should one 
of the revenue generating REDD scenarios be 
realized, YANI should further consider signing 
an MoU with the local or national government 
that owns or collaborates with a PT, or 
alternatively consider establishing its own PT 
(Table 23). 

Scenarios: Minimal, 
Optimal 

Minimal, Optimal REDD-AD, REDD-RIL 

Overview YANI maintains 
its current setup 

YANI secures an MoU 
with an Indonesian 
Ministry at the national 
level  

YANI maintains its current setup or it 
would secure an MoU with an Indonesian 
Ministry at the national level  that owns or 
calloborates with a PT, YANI may also set 
up its own PT 

Example YANI (currently) WWF-Indonesia Yayasan Konservasi Ekosistem Hutan 
Indonesia (Yayasan KEHI) and PT Restorasi 
Ekosistem Indonesia (PT REKI) 

Tax Considerations 
Indonesian tax 
Foreign grant 

None. A Yayasan with an MOU with a Ministry is able to receive non-taxable funding in 
the form of grants because of their Yayasan status. 

Indonesian tax  
Local grant 

None. Provided there is no business /ownership relationship between the donor and 
Yayasan. 

Revenue Tax implications unless letter is secured 
from Ministry of Finance.30

 

 
The PT would pay taxes. The Yayasan may 
also have tax implications. 

Other Considerations YANI will not have a legal authority over the 
production area. In the case the 
government grants a concession to a 
logging company, YANI must focus its 
activities in the Reserve unless it 
establishes a collaborative agreement with 
the concession holder. 

The relationship and roles and 
responsibilities, as well as the cost and 
benefit sharing, would need to be clearly 
defined between YANI and the PT 

Table  23. Institutional Setup Options 

                                                      
30 KEHATI, the only conservation-focused Yayasan with an off-shore CTF, is able to classify their CTF revenue as 
charitable giving (non-taxable) after securing a letter from the Ministry of Finance.30 
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To facilitate tax benefits for potential donors, 
YANI should also consider partnering with an 
international organization with charitable status 
such as the U.S. 501 (c)(3) designation as one 
option for receiving donations and channeling 
them into the Nantu Fund (see Figure 8).  
 
Institutional Set up 
 
The institutional setup of the Nantu Fund would 
need to take due consideration of legal and tax 
issues, as well as financial security, country risk, 
and potential donor.  It is therefore currently 
assumed that the Trust Fund will be located and 
managed outside of Indonesia and that income 
from the Trust will flow periodically to a YANI 
account according to agreed procedure. This can 
be achieved through one of two options where 
the funds would not be subject to taxation:  
i. An offshore trust fund: this arrangement has 

been adopted for a number of CTFs globally 
and is often less legally restrictive regarding 

the Fund’s operational activities. The 
disadvantage of the Trust is that 
administrative costs will likely be 
significant and it is relatively complex 
legally. 

ii. An offshore company: this would be tax 
efficient, straightforward and inexpensive to 
administer, however some donors may not 
feel comfortable donating to such an entity. 

 
At the core of a successful CTF is a fair and 
transparent governance system, characterized by 
a dedicated, competent Governing Board that is 
free of conflicts of interest and subject to a 
system of checks and balances. The Board would 
be supported by, and take advice from, a credible 
technical advisory committee with appropriate 
experience and knowledge. The Fund would 
necessarily operate to achieve clear objectives 
and be governed by sound principles.  The 
potential structure of the Fund is illustrated in 
Figure 8. 

NANTU TRUST FUND LIMITED
(OFFSHORE)

INVESTORS 

Donation $$$

Income $$$

Fund Management StructureFund Investment Structure

Level 2 -D
istribution

INVESTORS INVESTORS INVESTORS 
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charitable 
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YANI
(Indonesia)

Custodian Bank &
ADM CAPITAL
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Programmatic 
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Figure 8.  

Potential Structure of a Nantu 
Conservation Trust Fund 
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Governing Principles 

The Fund aims to provide the financial resources 
to sustain the operations and programs of YANI 
and all efforts associated with protecting the 
forest and enhancing the biodiversity therein for 
a given scenario.  It will embody the following 
governing principles in all of its operations: 

Accountability 

The Nantu Fund will ensure rigorous and 
efficient internal and external monitoring and 
evaluation processes; that comprehensive 
operational guidelines are in place and strictly 
adhered to. The Fund administrators and 
managers will be competent and exercise due 
diligence with full fiduciary responsibility. 
Every five years (or more frequently), a 
comprehensive independent third party auditor 
will be hired to examine the efficacy of the 
Fund’s program and spending.  

Commitment 
The Nantu Fund, while it may have several 
separate accounts and investment targets, will be 
designed as a long-term fund to ensure financial 
commitment and support into the indefinite 
future.  The corpus of the Fund will be prudently 
invested to protect the assets and then produce 
an investment revenue stream sufficient to 
implement YANI’s work plans.  It is understood 
that ADM Capital Limited would manage the 
Fund pro bono. 
 
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 
performance, 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.  

Flexibility 

The Fund will respond to existing needs and 
changing circumstances in biodiversity 
management, providing support that is 
appropriate in size, scale, and timing.  It will be 
prepared for systemic changes as the result of 
climate change and other issues that may arise in 
the coming years.  As such, this report is a 
dynamic document. 
 
Board Constituents 
In order to develop a strong Governing Board 
and Technical Committee, it is important to 
consider the various stakeholder groups: 
government, private sector, international donors 
and NGOs. Each stakeholder group has certain 
pros and cons associated with involving them on 
the Board. A summary of these is provided in 
Table 24.  
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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. 

• Potential political interference. 

• Perception of political control. 

• Donor policies restricted. 

 

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 the CTF. 

Possible conflicts of interest for example 
should a board member have an 
interest in a timber company. 

International 
Donor 

Donor agencies, significant donors may request a 
designated seat. Their active participation may be 
helpful to the Governing 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, as an 
example, actually refuses board 
membership as it would constitute a 
conflict of interest to manage an 
organization they supervise and 
evaluate. 

NGOs and 
Academia 

NGOs are an important source of on-the-ground, 
scientific expertise and facilitate engagement with 
local communities. 

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 in which the 
NGO works. 

For the Technical Committee, emphasis should be placed on involving individuals with conservation and 
environmental competencies, regardless of their stakeholder group.   

Table 24. Considerations for Involving Stakeholder Groups on the Governing Board 

Roles & Responsibilities  

Governing Board  

• Ensure that the Fund objectives are 
achieved 

• Decide on matters of policy and regulation 
pertaining to management of the Fund 

• Monitor the utilization and performance of 
the Fund and its management  

• Annually, in consultation with Technical 
Committee and consistent with overall Fund 
strategies: 

 
 

 
 
 
 Set the priority areas for funding at the 

start of the fiscal year and decide on the  
amount of funding to be allocated for 
selected priority areas 

  Allocate amounts and approve work 
plans for YANI operations and program  

 Review the Fund Investment 
Management and utilization of 
investment income 

 Assist in fundraising efforts for the Fund 
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Technical Advisory Committee 
 
It is envisaged that the Technical Advisory 
Committee may be structured according to two 
sub committees. The first having a technical 
advisory role according to the roles and 
responsibilities highlighted below, and the 
second comprising members of YANI 
responsible for developing the annual 
programmatic as well as strategic plans. The 
Committee would have the following roles and 
responsibilities: 
 
• Provide programmatic advice to both YANI 

and the Governing Board 
• Review the YANI annual work plans and 

yearly request for funding from the Nantu 
Fund. In preparing the yearly request for 
funding, YANI is to work with the 
Technical Committee to provide the 
Governing Board with an update on the 
current threats and situation within the 
Nantu Forest, and 

• Provide programmatic monitoring of the 
work plan implementation and report to the 
Governing Board. 
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6. FINANCING AND CTF FUNDRAISING STRATEGY 

Overview of Funds 

In addition to the potential sources of funds 
(CTF, Government, private donors, REDD-RIL, 
REDD-AD) discussed in previous chapters of 
this report, tourism and media visits may provide 
income generating opportunities. 
 
Tourism currently does not provide revenue for 
the Nantu Forest, however there may be a 
possibility for such revenues in the future. It is 
considered that this should currently be viewed 
as a mechanism to gain support for efforts in 
Nantu rather than as a moneymaking 
proposition. In other  
words, developing some level of eco-tourism in 
the area may be warranted, but the main purpose 

should be to educate tourists on Nantu and 
conservation rather than on revenue generation.  
 
There are also opportunities to develop the 
Nantu site as an international field research 
station that could earn revenues from academic 
institutions and others. 
 
Media visits in Nantu have not generated major 
revenue to-date, but there is potential for the 
future. So far, there have been seven media visits 
to the Reserve (2 by the BBC, 2 by a French TV 
station, 2 by Metro TV, and 1 by a Japanese 
station). In the case of the BBC, YANI 
successfully negotiated with them to provide 
desks and chairs for the Pangahu village primary 

Sections Summary 
 

• Overview of Funds 
  

• CTF Fundraising  

• The four possibilities for financing efforts to protect the Nantu Forest include: 
1. Tourism and Media Visits 
2. Government 
3. REDD 
4. CTF Donors 

• Tourism currently does not provide revenue for the Nantu Forest. While there 
may be a possibility for tourism revenue in the future, tourism should, at least at 
present, be viewed primarily as a mechanism to gain support for efforts in Nantu 
rather than as a moneymaking proposition. 

• The local government currently provides some assistance to Nantu, primarily in 
the form of the provincial police. The minimal, optimal, and REDD scenarios 
assume that the support of the provincial police continues.  

• In the REDD-AD and REDD-RIL scenarios, revenue is generated from the sale of 
VERs as well as timber and/or NTFP.  

• It is advised that YANI focus on a level of funding requirements between the 
Minimal and Optimal Scenarios and on generating donor interest in a CTF with 
start-up costs covered by a sinking fund and ongoing, by an endowment. 

• Most endowment capital flowing to CTFs continues to come from the Global 
Environment Facility (GEF) and bilateral aid agencies. Philanthropic and corporate 
donations are playing an increasing role, but have historically not been a 
significant source of endowment capital. 

• YANI will want to target a variety of potential donors, including: bilateral and 
multilaterals, foundations, international conservation NGOs, private individuals 
and corporations.  

•  
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school. A German TV station currently plans to 
visit in 2010. It can be expected that a demand 
for filming in and around the Reserve will 
remain as long as the ecosystem remains intact; 
it is the only place on earth where Sulawesi’s 
extraordinary, endemic, and endangered wildlife 
can be readily observed.  

CTF Fundraising 

Overview of Potential Donors  

The lion’s share of endowment capital flowing to 
CTFs globally continues to come from the 
Global Environment Facility (GEF) and bilateral 
aid agencies. Philanthropic and corporate 
donations are playing an increasing role, but 
have historically not been a significant source of 
endowment capital. Instead, major foundations 
such as MacArthur, Packard, McKnight and 
Ford, have tended to earmark grants for specific 
projects and institutional aspects such as 
capacity building. Foundations have also 
provided grants for disbursements during the 
first years of a fund’s operation, before 
endowment capital  generated income (e.g. 
KEHATI and the Foundation for the Philippine 
Environment).  
 
Successful fundraising depends on a well-
designed outreach strategy and accurate 
assessment of financial needs. Best practices 
include:  
 
• Appointing individuals with backgrounds in 

finance, fundraising and marketing 
backgrounds to the management team and 
Board. 

• Diversifying funding sources outside of 
multilateral, bilateral and national 
government sources.  Increasingly common 
alternative sources of endowment capital are: 
payments for environmental services, tourist 
taxes and partnerships with corporations such 
as extractive industries.  

• Ensuring that donations to the CTF are tax 
deductible, according to host country law. 

 

Since its inception in 1991, GEF has provided 
$6.2 billion in general grants and leveraged $20 
billion in co-financing for 1,800 projects in 140 
countries.  It is responsible for 19% of capital 
raised worldwide for CTFs.31

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Both the GEF and the Global Conservation Fund 
(GCF)32

 

  have published conditions for 
providing funds to CTFs (Appendix 13). Given 
their prominence and the fact that many other aid 
organizations, such as USAID and the Agence 
Française de Développement (AFD), manage 
their contribution to trust funds through the 
GEF’s co-financing mechanism, these conditions 
should be instructive for any organization 
interested in financing conservation through a 
CTF.  

  

                                                      
31 Conservation Finance Alliance (CFA), 2008. 
32 GCF was established under Conservation International, 
with funds from the Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation. 
It aims to finance the creation, expansion and long-term 
management of protected areas - 
http://www.conservation.org/sites/gcf/pages/partnerlanding.
aspx.  

Figure 9  Capital Raised for CTFs
world wide
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In addition to the Bilaterals and Multilaterals, 
fundraising effort should also consider targeting 
foundations, international conservation NGOs, 
private individuals and corporations. In 
designing a comprehensive fundraising strategy, 
it is important to:33

• Conduct an assessment of the context and 
enabling environment  

 

• Ensure that the CTFs’ executive staff and 
boards possess the necessary skills (strategic, 
marketing, and fundraising) and relationships 
to be successful in fundraising over the long 
run. If possible, boards should anchor a 
fundraising campaign, either by making 
contributions themselves or by using their 
networks to attract donors.  

 
According to the recent Rapid Review of 
Conservation Trust Funds34

Bilaterals and Multilaterals 

, the most successful 
CTFs in raising additional capital are those that 
have managed to start a “virtuous cycle,” by 
attracting initial contributions from at least one 
or two key international donors, and 
demonstrating a high level of accountability and 
results during their start-up phase.   

GEF and USAID together account for around 
two-thirds of all funding for CTFs. The other 
primary contributors to CTFs include 
Kreditenanstalt für Wiederaufbauung/ German 
Development Bank (KfW) and Agence 
Française de Développement/ French 
Development Agency and Fonds Français pour 
l’Environnement Mondial/ French Global 
Environment Facility (AFD/FFEM).    

Foundations 
Major foundations such as MacArthur, Ford,  
Packard, Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation 
(through the GCF),  have funded more than one 
CTF. The bulk of their grants are restricted to 
certain projects, programs, or aspects of the 
funds’ work (e.g., capacity building). Amounts 
have generally been for $1,000,000 or less. 
                                                      
33 Conservation Finance Alliance (CFA), (2008).  
34 ibid 

International Conservation NGOs 

International conservation NGOs have 
contributed amounts ranging from $500,000 to 
five million dollars to individual CTFs, but the 
NGOs’ most significant role has been 
convincing multilateral and bilateral aid donors 
to support CTFs, and providing technical 
assistance in the design and start-up phases. The 
primary international conservation NGOs 
involved in CTFs include:  
• Conservation International (CI),  
• The Nature Conservancy (TNC); and  
• World Wildlife Fund (WWF).  

 
Additionally, GCF finances the creation, 
expansion and long-term management of priority 
areas for conservation. Made possible by a grant 
from the Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation, 
GCF provides financial and strategic assistance 
to enable local communities, nongovernmental 
organizations and governments to protect their 
biological riches.  

Founded 2001 

Committed grants $42.7 million 

Amount leveraged by those grants $110 
million+ 

Number of countries benefiting 40 

Partners supported 42 

Protected areas created 55 

Protected areas expanded 6 

Total hectares included in these 
areas 

79 million 

Number of countries where there 
areas are found 

24 

Table 25. GCF at a Glance (as of December 2008) 
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Private Individuals and Corporations 
 
An increasing number of CTFs are forming 
innovative partnerships with individuals and 
corporations. The Nantu Fund will most likely 
want to target Individuals and Corporations 
outside Indonesia; local charitable giving in 
Indonesia is fairly limited at both the corporate 
and individual level. This can be attributed to 
several reasons, but primarily that there are no 
tax incentives for Indonesian-based corporations 
or individuals to contribute to Yayasans. 
Deductions for charitable contributions by 
individuals and  
.corporations are currently available only for 
Zakat (Islamic-obligated charitable giving).  
 
The government has created tax incentives for 
particular causes, such as the tsunami disaster, 
but these are not part of a concerted strategy. 
Efforts are underway by the Association of 
Philanthropy Indonesia to create a tax exempt 
status for Yayasans, as well as a tax credit for 
individuals and corporations, but there are slim 
prospects for a legal framework of this kind in 
the near future. 
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7.CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 

A CTF is considered feasible as a funding 
mechanism for the continued conservation of the 
Nantu forest and its ecosystem in perpetuity.  
The current situation meets the GEF 
requirements, which frequently are referenced as 
the baseline for establishing such a fund. That is:  
 
• the issue to be addressed requires a 

commitment of at least ten to 15 years;  
• there is active government support for a 

public-private sector mechanism outside 
direct government control;  

• a critical mass of people from diverse sectors 
of society that can work together to achieve 
biodiversity conservation and sustainable 
development; and  

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

 
Given the global and local context as a 
threatened biodiversity hot spot, significant 
carbon store  and provider of essential 
environmental services to the local community, 
the value proposition for such a fund is robust:  
 

the Fund will allow for the protection and 
enhancement of biodiversity within the Nantu 
Forest by supporting YANI and other 
stakeholders in programs that reduce the 
threats, improve the livelihoods and welfare 
of the local communities, provide educational 
programs, and engage in activities that 
monitor and enhance the biodiversity.   

 
Providing resources to protect Nantu also allow 
for the continued storage of over thirteen million 
tonnes of biomass carbon; if the entire forest 
were cleared, it’s estimated that nearly fifty 

million tonnes of carbon dioxide would be 
emitted to the atmosphere.  
 
In terms of the capital requirements of the five 
operational scenarios modeled, the Minimal 
Scenario would be the most appropriate goal for 
the CTF initially. It would require a trust fund in 
the region of $5,000,000: $4,911,193 to 
$5,608,277 in the case of an 80% 
endowment/20% sinking fund, or 100% 
endowment, respectively.  
 
The Nantu Conservation Trust Fund should not 
be viewed as the sole source of funding for the 
project, rather it should be seen as a mechanism 
to secure the funding necessary to cover the core 
conservation costs that are often difficult to 
raise, such as the personnel and infrastructure.  
 
While the Status Quo Scenario is insufficient, 
the Optimal Scenario goes well beyond these 
core funding needs, nevertheless providing a 
useful reference point for the future. Ultimately 
if it is feasible to raise additional capital, the goal 
for the Fund could be developed to achieve the 
personnel and resources necessary for this 
Scenario. This would require a trust fund of 
approximately $9,000,000. Both REDD 
scenarios modeled are important and provide a 
broad estimate of capitalization requirements, 
however additional work is need to ensure the 
figures are robust.  
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Summary of Recommendations  

Capital Requirements and Fund Structure 

• It is advised that the CTF be established to support the Minimal Conservation Scenario, 
which will provide YANI with additional resources beyond the ‘Status Quo’ to achieve a 
comprehensive conservation management program,  

• It is recommended that the fund start-up costs be covered by a sinking fund and ongoing 
costs be covered by an endowment.  

• The structure of the fund should be flexible to allow the addition of funds in the future. 
• The REDD-AD and REDD - RIL Scenarios should be explored in further detail. The 

Production Forest provides an opportunity to develop a revenue generating activity that 
would provide funding for efforts in the Nantu Forest.  

 
Institutional Arrangements  

• It is recommended that the fund be established as either an offshore Trust, or an offshore 
company, to ensure tax efficiency and allow flexibility in the establishment and operation of 
the governing board. 

• Due care must be taken to ensure transparency and accountability of the Board, whichever 
option is chosen 

• In order to strengthen YANI’s institutional status as the recipient of fund disbursements, it is 
advised that the organization explore the benefits of signing an MOU with the Ministry of 
Forestry as opposed to the local government office.  

• Given the complexities inherent with receiving 501(c)(3) ‘charity’status, it is advised that 
YANI partner with an already existing 501(c)(3) status (or similar) organization that can 
help receive Nantu Fund donations and channel them into the Nantu Fund, thereby 
providing tax relief for potential donors. This relationship will need to be clearly defined 
and transparent.  

Operations 
• YANI should work to develop a formal Management Plan for the Nantu Wildlife Reserve, 

and possibly the other areas, as soon as resources allow.  
• YANI should submit work plans annually to the fund governing board, providing the basis 

for fund disbursements 
• Building YANI’s capacity should be a priority. Additional human capital, training in 

conservation and environmental issues, as well as community engagement and fire 
protection, would offer YANI team members an opportunity to expand their skill sets.  
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Looking Forward 
 
Whilst a Trust Fund is considered an effective means to secure long terms funds for Nantu’s 
conservation, and potentially many similar areas worldwide, raising the capital presents a significant 
challenge for a number of reasons: 
 
• CTFs give way to carbon: Historically CTFs have been capitalized largely through the GEF, 

debt swaps international aid organizations and some foundations.  In recent years there would 
appear to have been a shift away from CTFs towards alternative financing mechanisms such as 
the carbon market and more specifically REDD. 
 

• Imperceptions regarding value for money By and large it is difficult to equate investing USD5 
million now for conservation with a horizon of 10 plus years, despite the undoubted the 
preservation of capital and the ‘conservation’ value for money this will yield.  The opportunity 
cost argument is therefore a key dissuader for would-be investors and a reflection of an historic 
reluctance to look beyond the next generation when it comes to environmental issues. 

 
Baring these facts in mind, a conservation Trust Fund for the Nantu forest should then be part of a 
larger strategic effort to attain funds. Such efforts should in turn be largely focused on the 
development of sustainable businesses that provide livelihoods for local communities. There are a 
variety of businesses that maybe appropriate for development and these are currently being assessed 
for feasibility as part of YANI’s conservation programme. Both carbon and RIL have been reviewed 
in this report and will be investigated more fully as potential revenues sources. 
 
Once successfully developed, business revenues would feed into the Fund, which through a flexible 
structure would also hold an endowment and specific project grants as finds are secured. 
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Appendix 1. IPCC Tier-1 Carbon Assessment for the Nantu Forest   

Overview: 

Tthe Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s Good Practice Guidance (IPCC GPG) Tier-1 
methodology was followed to provide a recent assessment of current carbon stocks for the three 
designated areas in the Nantu Forest.  These estimates provide a preliminary assessment that estimate 
current carbon stocks and also indicate potential carbon emissions in the absence of an avoided 
deforestation project.  All estimates include the above ground biomass (trunk, leaves, branches), 
belowground biomass (roots), leaf litter and dead wood (downed trees, decomposing leaves etc.).   

Methodology: 

A dataset created by Gibbs and colleagues was used, where they synthesized and mapped the IPCC 
Tier-1 default values for vegetation biomass (Penman et al. 2003, IPCC 2006) using a global land 
cover map stratified by continent, ecoregion and forest disturbance-level (Gibbs et al. 2007, Ruesch 
and Gibbs 2008). The IPCC Tier-1 method for estimating vegetation C stocks for aboveground 
biomass in Southeast Asia and applied separate values for humid, seasonal and dry ecoregions (IPCC 
2006).  Next, belowground living biomass (root) values were estimated using the IPCC root-to-shoot 
ratios for each vegetation type.  Lastly, above- and below-ground biomass was summed and the total 
living vegetation biomass was converted to carbon stocks using the carbon fraction for forests (~0.47).  
 
It should be noted that methods used in this assessment relied on the widely accepted Global Land 
Cover 2000 to identify the location and condition of forests (Figure 1).  Thus, forest location and 
description represent conditions circa 2000 and could have changed in very recent years.   

Tier-1 Carbon Results:  

The Nantu Forest stores a total of 13,323,296 tonnes of biomass carbon based on the IPCC GPG Tier-
1 approach (Figure 2). If all forest was cleared, this estimate indicates that 48,852,085 tonnes of 
carbon dioxide would be emitted to the atmosphere. The designated nature reserve, suaka margasatwa 
Nantu, stores 6,797,574 tones of carbon.  While the protected forest, hutan lindung, stores 4,409,608 
tones of carbon and the limited production forest, hutan produksi, stores the remaining 2,116,114 
tones of carbon. 
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Figures: 

 
Figure A1.1:  Land cover map of the Nantu Forest and surrounding region.  Map is from the Global 
Land Cover database (GLC 2000) created from SPOT-VEGETATION satellite imagery for the year 
2000. 

 
Figure A1.2: Map of forest biomass carbon stocks in the Nantu Forest.  Forest biomass was estimated 
using the IPCC GPG Tier-1 approach for greenhouse gas inventories and applied to the GLC 2000 
land cover map. 
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Appendix 2. Local Community Programs Implemented by YANI 

 
• Schools programme: (2004-08:) This programme had an extremely positive impact on 

children, teachers and parents and united village concern for protecting the Nantu Reserve. A 
Nantu Forest primary school-children’s colouring and poetry reading competition was held in 
Gorontalo by YANI and the Gorontalonese local government to coincide with National 
Environment Day (6th June 05) in which fifty children from schools throughout Gorontalo 
district participated, including six representatives from Pangahu primary school. This highly 
popular event was repeated, at local request, in 2007 when fifty children and their parents 
attended, held at the Grand Tower, Limboto (2nd June 07) and awards were presented to the 
winners at the National Environment Day ceremony in Gorontalo (17th June 07).  

 
• Twelve local children, four teachers and two parents’ representatives from Mohiyolo and 

Pangahu primary schools made a two-day study visit to the Nantu Forest (11-12th Dec 05), led 
by Indonesian biologist Ani Kartikasari; activities including teaching on the importance of 
forest conservation, observing wildlife, drawing and learning conservation songs. This visit 
was featured on local television (TVRI) and one article appeared in the local newspaper. 
 

• Nantu scholarships were established for two children from Pangahu village (on the boundary 
of the Nantu Forest) to attend secondary school in Gorontalo city. The children achieved high 
grades at Pangahu primary school but their families who would not otherwise to able to afford 
secondary schooling. Rofika Lihawa and Tonis Gole began secondary school in July 2005 
and are progressing outstanding well.  Darwin Initiative assistance to these children has had a 
very positive impact on attitudes towards the Nantu Reserve in their home village of Pangahu. 
 

• A children’s conservation library has been established at Pangahu primary school with the 
provision of 40 books on wildlife and conservation topics (July 05); 80 children’s books on 
wildlife, English language and general topics were also donated to the Gorontalonese city 
library. One thousand five hundred copies of “The Special Place in the Forest”, the colour 
storybook about the Nantu Forest, were distributed to local children and libraries. The impact 
of this programme was increased local ownership and understanding of the Nantu Forest 
amongst local children and their parents.  
 

• Thirty desks and benches (each seating three pupils) were provided to Pangahu village 
primary school by this project (Dec. 04). Australian volunteer teaching Llyn Davies taught 
English language and Environmental Education at Pangahu school each Saturday (a school 
day) (April – Dec 04). Teaching methods included dramas, singing and English translation of 
the Darwin children’s book “The Special Place in the Forest”. Pangahu school children 
achieved top grades in district English language tests. Materials (posters, folders, VCDs, 
stickers, 120 children’s tee-shirts printed with the endemic Red-knobbed hornbill) and 
transport were provided by Darwin project staff. 
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Appendix 3. Nantu Chronology and Key Events 
 

Year(s) Key events 

1989 Nantu area isolated with occasional wildlife poaching and unlicensed rattan collection. Three salt licks 
identified, internationally important for wildlife but creating high vulnerability from poachers who 
knew of them (e.g. in 1989 project team, local police and wildlife department detained hunters with 17 
babirusa and 2 anoa snared at the Adudu salt lick in one week alone). 

1989 – 
1994 

International researcher undertaking DPhil based on field research in Nantu area (1989-91,92-94) and 
writing up in Oxford (1995-6), provided basic protection through engagement with local communities 
and limited patrols. 

1991-92 During brief absence from Nantu to raise funds, poachers snared a number of babirusa at the salt lick. 
1992 Sugar plantation established by PT Naga Manis on flood plain near Nantu, leading to forest clearance 

and increased human population pressure. CIDA proposal for an irrigation scheme with the Nantu area 
as a major part of the catchment did not go ahead, reducing potential service values and funding 
opportunities for protection. 

1992-94 Mobile anti-poaching checkpoints carried out 2-3 times per year on Trans-Sulawesi highway against 
traders in legally protected wildlife (babirusa, macaques, cuscus) by teams from North Sulawesi 
wildlife department, North Sulawesi Regional Police, North Sulawesi Judiciary, and project team.  

1995-96 Two locally appointed personnel (Jemi and Jotje) maintained a presence during absence of researcher 
for writing up thesis, illegal activities still focussed in lower watershed. 

1997 Deployment of Provincial Police patrols and formation of Nantu Protection Unit. Prior to deployment, 
at least ten rafts of timber a day (40m3) were extracted from the Paguyaman watershed plus truckloads 
of rattan. 

1997 – 
2000  

DI Project 5-127 October 1997 to October 2000 focused on analysis of the trade in wildlife and rattan, 
collecting population data and testing the impact of conservation policies. In addition, training and 
awareness raising was also undertaken.  

1997-
2001 

Forest law enforcement operations against illegal chain-saw operators, forest clearers, and illegal 
loggers implemented at least three times/yaer at Nantu by teams comprising of the North Sulawesi 
wildlife department, North Sulawesi Regional Police, North Sulawesi Judiciary, and project team. 

1997-
2002 

Mobile anti-poaching checkpoints carried out 2-3 times per year on Trans-Sulawesi highway against 
traders in legally-protected wildlife (babirusa, macaques, cuscus) by teams from North Sulawesi 
wildlife department, North Sulawesi Regional Police, North Sulawesi Judiciary, and project team. 

1999 Nantu gazetted as a Wildlife Reserve (31,215 ha) by the Indonesian Minister of Forestry following 5 
years campaigning by the project team (Dr. Abdul Haris Mustari, Dr. Daniel Sinaga, APHI, Dr. Lynn 
Clayton and Gorontalonese colleagues). 

1999 August 6th – 9th, 1999. Team comprising North Sulawesi District Forest Office (Kanwil Kehutanan 
Sulut, 2 persons), North Sulawesi Regional Police (Polda Sulut, 2 persons), North Sulawesi wildlife 
department (BKSDA 1 person) and YANI conducted anti-illegal timber and poaching operation at 
Nantu. On the 9th of August, 319 large blocks (balok) of illegal timber were detained just below 
Potanga (Paguyaman river). Transported by team (11 lorries full) to Polsec Paguyaman. Later auctioned 
off by SBKSDA Gorontalo.  

2000 – 
2001  

Period between successive DI projects (5-127 and 9-012) funds secured from Peoples Trust for 
Endangered Species to maintain patrols and protection. 

2001 – 
2004  

DI Project 9-012 October 2001 to September 2004 delivered high profile publicity and awareness 
raising material and livelihood assistance, while maintaining and improving control. YANI, a local 
NGO partner was created and its activities were supported by the project. 

2002 First completed court case ever brought against illegal babirusa trader in 2002 by BKSDA and YANI 
(Babibrusa did not come from Nantu). Seven other cases were partially tried as well. Operations and 
processing was facilitated by the project team and Darwin Initiative. This marked a turning point in the 
number of babirusa traded.  

2004 A transmigration settlement was located immediately adjacent to the southern boundary of the Nantu 
Wildlife Reserve.  
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2004 Gorontalonese district government expanded the Nantu Nature Reserve to 52,215 ha – 31,215 ha 
Wildlife Reserve, 10,000 ha Production Forest, 11,000 ha Protection Forest.  

2004 – 
2007  

DI Project 13-028 November 2004 to October 2007 involved in possibility of raising the protected area 
to National Park status while maintaining support for patrol activities and strengthening the local 
government, NGO and academic capacity. Social development activities including health and income 
generation activities as well as continuing support to schools. Monitoring of wildlife populations and 
illegal activities. 

2007 Efforts being made to secure sponsorship or a trust fund to secure protection. Increased pressures along 
southern boundary from settlement and along northern boundary following new road construction, 
allowing access for timber cutting and poaching as well as encouraging settlement and forest clearance. 
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Appendix 4. Maps 

 
4.1 Administrative Boundaries 
4.2 Deforestation 1990-2007 
4.3 Village Locations 
4.4 Post Station Location (current and proposed) and population figures  
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4.1. Administrative Boundaries 
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4.2. Deforestation 1990-2007 
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4.3. Village Locations 
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4 .4. Field Station Locations (current and proposed) and Population Figures 
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Appendix 5. Demographics of the Communities to the North and South of the 
Nantu Forest 

There are several villages located within close proximity to the Nantu Wildlife Reserve area. These 
villages are referred to as buffer areas.  

Appendix 5.1. Demographics to the Southside of Nantu Wildlife Reserve 

Village Population Livelihood activities/Income Distance from 
Nantu Forest 
Boundary (km) 

Ethnicity 

Demographics to the Southside of Nantu Wildlife Reserve 
Mohiyolo 4,159 Farmer (Maize/Corn, Coconut, Cocoa) 

Livestock (cow) 
3 
 

Gorontalonese 

Pangahu 1,481 Traditional goldmining 
Rattan collection,  Livestock (cow) 
Farmer (Maize/Corn, Coconut, Cocoa) 

 
0.5 

 
 

Gorontalonese 

Saritani 2,433 Rattan collection,  Livestock (cow) 
Farmer (Maize/Corn, Coconut, Cocoa) 

 
 

0.3 

Gorontalonese
, Javaness, 
Sundaness 

Total 8,073    
Demographics to the Northside of Nantu Wildlife Reserve 
Kasia 833 Rattan collection, Timber 

Farmer (Maize/Corn, Coconut, Cocoa, 
rice) 
Livestock (cow, pig, goat, chickens) 

5 Gorontalonese
, 
 Sangihe 

Kikia 727 Farmer (Maize/Corn, Coconut, Cocoa, 
coffee) 
Livestock (cow, pig, goat, chickens) 

4 Gorontalonese 

Buloila 2,281 Farmer (Maize/Corn, Coconut, Cocoa, 
rice) 
Livestock (cow, pig, goat, chickens) 

4 Gorontalonese 

Didingga 1,297 Rattan collection, Timber 
Farmer (Maize/Corn, Coconut, Cocoa, 
rice) 
Livestock (cow, pig, goat, chickens) 

3 Gorontalonese 

Potanga 1,002 Rattan collection, Timber 
Farmer (Maize/Corn, Coconut, Cocoa, 
rice) 
Livestock (cow) 

3 Gorontalonese 

Bulontio 
Barat 

2,062 Rattan collection, Timber 
Farmer (Maize/Corn, Coconut,  
Cocoa, rice) 
Livestock (cow, pig, goat, chickens) 

5 Gorontalonese 

Total 8,202   

Appendix 6. Function and Budget Category Definitions 
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The following provides definitions of the Functions and Budget Categories used in projecting the 
Operating Scenarios.  

Appendix 6.1. Functions 

Function Definition 

1. Management, 
Policy and 
Planning 

Management refers to the operational requirements of the PA; overseeing the other 
functions, dealing with issues that may arise, and ensuring the overall program is 
successful in achieving its objectives. 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. 

2. Zonation and 
Enforcement 

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. 

3. Research and 
Monitoring 

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. 

4. Community 
Engagement and 
Livelihoods 

Community engagement includes working with communities to improve overall 
community welfare. Livelihoods refer 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. 

5. Information, 
Education & 
Communication 
(IEC) 

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. 

6. Tourism 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. 

7. Finance and 
Administration 

Finance and administration are responsible for budgets, operations, logistics, and 
general administrative functions. This also includes general human resource functions. 

 

Appendix 6.2. Budget Categories 

Budget Category Definition 

1. Personnel Personnel are the individuals that are actively involved in one or more functions within 
the PA.  

2. Contractual 
Services 

External contractors and consultants that are hired to fulfill specific functions for a 
finite amount of time.  
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3. Travel Travel for PA-specific activities.  

4. Supplies and 
Materials 

Consumable and expendable supplies and materials. Example: pens, batteries,   paper, 
other office supplies. 

5. Fuel The cost of the fuel necessary to run the fuel-burning assets (e.g., boats, vehicles).  

6. Occupancy 
Costs associated with occupying certain buildings and spaces. It also includes the costs 
involved in the activities that go inside of these spaces. For example: rent, utility costs, 
internet/email costs. 

7. Assets 
Maintenance 

Yearly maintenance cost associated with maintaining capital assets over time. The 
maintenance cost is captured as a percentage of the original value of the asset (e.g., if an 
asset was purchased for $1,000 and you forecast the yearly maintenance expense to be 
$50, then the maintenance cost is 5%) or as an actual amount (e.g., if you know exactly 
how much the yearly maintenance cost is).  

8. Miscellaneous Costs that cannot be defined as one of the other budget categories.  
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Appendix 7. Model Assumptions 

 
 
7.1 Budget Categories 
 
7.2 REDD-AD:  VER Revenue and NTFP Revenue Calculation Assumptions 

7.3 REDD-RIL:  Timber Revenue, VER Revenue and NFTP Calculation Assumptions 
 
7.4 Summary of Funding and Revenue Sources (2009-2018) 
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Appendix 7.1 Budget Categories  

Personnel 

Status Quo Minimal Optimal REDD-AD REDD-RIL 

1 International Coordinator 1 International Coordinator* 1 International Coordinator* 1 International Coordinator* 1 International Coordinator* 

13 YANI staff 
2 YANI Community 
Organizers 

2 YANI Community 
Organizers 

2 YANI Community 
Organizers 

2 YANI Community 
Organizers 

7 field-based Provincial 
Police 25 YANI staff* 2 YANI Divisional Heads 2 YANI Divisional Heads 2 YANI Divisional Heads 

2 Gorontalo Provincial Police 14 field-based Provincial 
Police 

1 YANI Research & 
Monitoring Coordinator 

1 YANI Research & 
Monitoring Coordinator 

1 YANI Research & 
Monitoring Coordinator 

 2 Gorontalo Provincial Police 1 YANI IEC Coordinator 1 YANI IEC Coordinator 1 YANI IEC Coordinator 

  1 YANI Enforcement 
Coordinator 

1 YANI Enforcement 
Coordinator 

1 YANI Enforcement 
Coordinator 

  
YANI Livelihood 
Coordinator 

YANI Livelihood 
Coordinator 

YANI Livelihood 
Coordinator 

  35 YANI staff* 35 YANI staff* 35 YANI staff* 

  60 Community enforcement 60 Community enforcement 60 Community enforcement 

  
20 field-based Provincial 
Police 

20 field-based Provincial 
Police 

20 field-based Provincial 
Police 

  2 Gorontalo Provincial Police 2 Gorontalo Provincial Police 2 Gorontalo Provincial Police 
 
* Salaries are 50% greater than in the Status Quo Scenario.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Contractors 

Status Quo Minimal Optimal REDD-AD REDD-RIL 

Short-term assistance Short-term assistance Short-term assistance Short-term assistance Short-term assistance 

 
Community Organizer 
Trainer 

Community Organizer 
Trainer 

Community Organizer 
Trainer 

Community Organizer 
Trainer 

 Management Plan 
development assistance 

Management Plan 
Development Assistance 

Management Plan 
Development Assistance 

Management Plan 
Development Assistance 

 Legal assistance Legal assistance Legal assistance Legal assistance 
  Scientific study support Scientific study support Scientific study support 
  Ecotourism study  Ecotourism study  Ecotourism study  

  
Incentive mechanism 
consultant 

Incentive mechanism 
consultant 

Incentive mechanism 
consultant 

  Ecotourism marketing  Ecotourism marketing  Ecotourism marketing  

   Consultant to help setup 
Perseroan Terbatas (PT) 

Consultant to help setup 
Perseroan Terbatas (PT) 
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   PDD writer team PDD writer team 
   GIS consultant GIS consultant 
   Carbon stock consultant Carbon stock consultant 

   Allometric carbon and 
biodiversity analyst 

Allometric carbon and 
biodiversity analyst 

   CCBA audit CCBA audit 
   VCS audit VCS audit 

   Program design for 
community development 

Program design for 
community development 

   Sales and marketing 
consultancy and expenses 

Sales and marketing 
consultancy and expenses 

   Public relations Public relations 
   Legal sales contract support Legal sales contract support 
   Carbon Tier-3 Measurement Carbon Tier-3 Measurement 
   Financial Audit Financial Audit 

    Community assistance in 
planting and maintenance 

Capital Assets 

Status Quo Minimal Optimal REDD-AD REDD-RIL 
Cars Cars Cars Cars Cars 
Field Equipment Field Equipment Field Equipment Field Equipment Field Equipment 

Adudu and Limu Field 
Stations 

Adudu, Limu, North, and 
Production Field Stations 

Adudu, Limu, North, 
Production, and Protection 
(2) Field Stations 

Adudu, Limu, North, 
Production, and Protection 
(2) Field Stations 

Adudu, Limu, North, 
Production, and Protection 
(2) Field Stations 

Fire equipment Fire equipment Fire equipment Fire equipment Fire equipment 
 GPS GPS GPS GPS 
 Laptops Laptops Laptops Laptops 
 Radio or Satellite Equipment Radio or Satellite Equipment Radio or Satellite Equipment Radio or Satellite Equipment 
 Walkie Talkies Walkie Talkies Walkie Talkies Walkie Talkies 

 New Babirusa Viewing 
Tower 

New Babirusa Viewing 
Tower 

New Babirusa Viewing 
Tower 

New Babirusa Viewing 
Tower 

 Boat Boat Boat Boat 

 Kitchen equipment (field 
stations) 

Jungle shoes and raincoats 
(field stations) 

Jungle shoes and raincoats 
(field stations) 

Jungle shoes and raincoats 
(field stations) 

 Generators (field stations) Kitchen equipment (field 
stations) 

Kitchen equipment (field 
stations) 

Kitchen equipment (field 
stations) 

 PC Computer (Gorontalo) Generators (field stations) Generators (field stations) Generators (field stations) 
 Printer (Gorontalo) TVs (field stations) TVs (field stations) TVs (field stations) 

 Fax (Gorontalo) Digital Binoculars (field 
stations) 

Digital Binoculars (field 
stations) 

Digital Binoculars (field 
stations) 

 Telephone (Gorontalo) Digital Cameras (field 
stations) 

Digital Cameras (field 
stations) 

Digital Cameras (field 
stations) 

 Furniture (Gorontalo) PC Computer (Gorontalo) PC Computer (Gorontalo) PC Computer (Gorontalo) 
  Printer and fax (Gorontalo) Printer and fax (Gorontalo) Printer and fax (Gorontalo) 
  Telephone (Gorontalo) Telephone (Gorontalo) Telephone (Gorontalo) 
  Furniture (Gorontalo) Furniture (Gorontalo) Furniture (Gorontalo) 
   Chain saws Chain saws 
   Pick-up truck Pick-up truck 
   Plotter Plotter 
   PC Computer and printer PC Computer and printer 
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Occupancy 

Status Quo Minimal Optimal REDD-AD REDD-RIL 
Tomohon office and 
associated costs (e.g. rent, 
telephone, internet, 
electricity) 

Tomohon office and 
associated costs in 2009 and 
then Gorontalo office and 
associated costs from 2010-
2018. 

Tomohon office and 
associated costs (e.g., rent, 
telephone, internet, 
electricity) and Gorontalo 
office and associated costs. 
Both offices will be 
maintained over the entire 
projection period (2009-
2018). 

Tomohon office and 
associated costs (e.g., rent, 
telephone, internet, 
electricity) and Gorontalo 
office and associated costs. 

Tomohon office and 
associated costs (e.g., rent, 
telephone, internet, 
electricity) and Gorontalo 
office and associated costs. 

Activities 

Status Quo Minimal Optimal REDD-AD REDD-RIL 
Office operation 
(Tomohon) 

Office operation (Tomohon 
in 2009 and Gorontalo 2010-
2018) 

Office operation (Tomohon , 
Gorontalo) 
 

Office operation (Tomohon , 
Gorontalo) 
 

Office operation (Tomohon , 
Gorontalo) 
 

Field station operation 
(Adudu &  Limu) 

Field station operation 
(Adudu, Limu, North and 
Production) 

Field station operation 
(Adudu, Limu, North, 
Production and Protection) 

Field station operation 
(Adudu, Limu, North, 
Production and Protection) 

Field station operation (Adudu, 
Limu, North, Production and 
Protection) 

Patrol (Adudu and Limu) Patrol (Adudu, Limu, North 
and Production) 

Patrol (Adudu, Limu, North, 
Production and Protection) 

Patrol (Adudu, Limu, North, 
Production and Protection) 

Patrol (Adudu, Limu, North, 
Production and Protection) 

Supplies drop-off / Field 
visit to Adudu and Limu 
(3rd and 16th of each 
month) 

Supplies drop-off / Field visit 
to Adudu, Limu, North and 
Production (3rd & 16th each 
month) 

Supplies drop-off / Field visit 
to all stations (3rd and 16th of 
each month) 
 

Supplies drop-off / Field 
visit to all stations (3rd and 
16th of each month) 
 

Supplies drop-off / Field visit to 
all stations (3rd and 16th of each 
month) 
 

Market monitoring 
(weekly)  

Market monitoring (weekly)  Market monitoring (weekly)  Market monitoring (weekly)  Market monitoring (weekly)  

Anti-poaching operation 
(twice per year) 

Anti-poaching operation 
(twice per year) 

Anti-poaching operation 
(twice per year) 

Anti-poaching operation 
(twice per year) 

Anti-poaching operation (twice 
per year) 

 Management Planning 
workshop (2009) 

Management Planning 
workshop (2009) 

Management Planning 
workshop (2009) 

Management Planning 
workshop (2009) 
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 Management Plan Review  Management Plan Review  Management Plan Review  Management Plan Review  
 workshop (2010) workshop (2010) workshop (2010) workshop (2010) 
 IEC Material production IEC Material production IEC Material production IEC Material production 
 Conservation curriculum 

preparation and Childrens’ 
book series  

Conservation curriculum 
preparation and Childrens’ 
book series  

Conservation curriculum 
preparation and Childrens’ 
book series  

Conservation curriculum 
preparation and Childrens’ 
book series  

 Nantu field visits (schools, 
scouts, civil servants; once 
per month) 

Nantu field visits (schools, 
scouts, civil servants; once per 
month) 

Nantu field visits (schools, 
scouts, civil servants; once 
per month) 

Nantu field visits (schools, 
scouts, civil servants; once per 
month) 

 Community meetings (one 
meeting per month in each of 
the five communities) 

Community meetings (one 
meeting per month in each of 
the five communities) 

Community meetings (one 
meeting per month in each 
of the five communities) 

Community meetings (one 
meeting per month in each of 
the five communities) 

 Nantu field visits (schools, 
scouts, civil servants; once 
per month) 

Nantu field visits (schools, 
scouts, civil servants; once per 
month) 

Nantu field visits (schools, 
scouts, civil servants; once 
per month) 

Nantu field visits (schools, 
scouts, civil servants; once per 
month) 

 Participatory rural appraisal 
(2010) 

Participatory rural appraisal 
(2010) 

Participatory rural appraisal 
(2010) 

Participatory rural appraisal 
(2010) 

 Livelihood implementation 
(2010-2011) 

Livelihood implementation 
(2010-2011) 

Livelihood implementation 
(2010-2011) 

Livelihood implementation 
(2010-2011) 

 Cocoa direct marketing Cocoa direct marketing Cocoa direct marketing Cocoa direct marketing 
 YANI regular meetings YANI regular meetings YANI regular meetings YANI regular meetings 
 Training for the accountant Training for the accountant Training for the accountant Training for the accountant 
 Generator/engine 

maintenance training 
Generator/engine maintenance 
training 

Generator/engine 
maintenance training 

Generator/engine maintenance 
training 

 Forest monitoring training Forest monitoring training Forest monitoring training Forest monitoring training 
 Field monitoring  Field monitoring  Field monitoring  Field monitoring  
 Demarcation Demarcation Demarcation Demarcation 
  Fundraising trips  Fundraising trips Fundraising trips  
   Timber harvesting Forest restoration 
    Forest maintenance 
    Forest fire control 
    Control plot monitoring 
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Appendix 7.2 REDD-AD:  VER Revenue and NTFP Revenue Calculation Assumptions 

VER Calculation Assumption Calculation/ Notes 

Total Forest Area (ha) 10,002 VERs can only be generated from the Production Forest.  

Deforestation rate (%/year) 0.70% 

In 1990 the Forest Production was 10,001.59 ha and was 
100% forest cover. In 2007, total forest lost is 1,192.32 ha. 
So, during 17 years: 
% forest lost = (1,192.32 ha)/( 10,001.59 ha))x100% = 
11.92% 
 
Deforestation rate per year = 11.92% / 17 years = 0.7 % 

mTCarbon/ha 212 
Calculation = carbon stock / total forest area  

 = 2,116,114 / 10,002. See Appendix 3.  

Total CO2 equivalent 
(mTCO2/year) 54,314 

Calculation = conversion factor x total forest area x  
deforestation rate x mTcarbon/ha 
 = (22/6)x(10,002)x(0.70%)*(212) 

% Carbon available for sale 70% This is a conservative estimate.  

Annual Total Carbon Sold 38,020 
Calculation = Total carbon available for sale x % carbon 

available for sale  
= 54,314 x 70% 

VER price (2010-2014) $3.30  
VER price (2015-2020) $6.60  
Marketing commission 2.5%  
Sales commission 2.5%  
Benefit Distribution – Local 
Government 10% The exact percentage is still TBD by the Indonesian 

Government.  
Government Levies and 
Excise Tax 10% The exact percentage is still TBD by the Indonesian 

Government. 
Benefit Distribution to 
Communities 10% The exact percentage is still TBD by the Indonesian 

Government. 
NTFP Revenue Calculation   

Value of NTFP/ha/year $0.66 Based on a study by Bappenas (national planning agency) in 
2004 and Bogor Agriculture Institute Forest Faculty in 1999.  

Total Forest Area (ha) 29,608  NTFP can be secured from both the production and protection 
forest. 

% Forest which produces 
NTFP 100% Assumes that the entire forest has the ability to generate 

NTFP.  
NTFP Revenue 251,907 NTFP sales increase each year by the inflation rate (5.5%) 
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Appendix 7.3. REDD-RIL:  Timber Revenue, VER Revenue and NTFP Calculation 
Assumptions 
 
REDD-RIL – Timber 
Revenue Calculation Assumption Calculation/Notes 

Total Forest Area (ha) 10,002 Timber can be harvested from the production forest.  
 Area with elevation 0-70% 9,470 This is the area that is  
Concession (years) 35 This is the standard length of a RIL concession.  
Rotation (ha/year) 271 Calculation = 9,470 / 35 
Number of tree with 
diameter > 60cm per ha 5 These trees are available to protect and generate VERs.  

Number of tree with 
diameter > 80cm per ha 2 These trees are available to harvest under the RIL concession.  

1 tree diameter > 60cm in 
volume (m3) 6  

1 tree diameter > 80cm in 
volume (m3) 11  

Timber product (trees with 
diameter > 80cm) 5,709 

Calculation = Rotation (ha/year) x Trees with  diameter > 
80cm in volume (m3) x trees with diameter > 
80cm per ha  

                    = 271 x 11 x 2  
Timber price per m3 $82.60 Based on current market prices.  
Timber sale start year 2012 Assumes that the timber will be ready to harvest in 2012.  
Timber Revenue $4,577,714  

REDD-RIL – VER 
Revenue Calculation  

 
In the RIL scenario the assumption is that carbon can be sold 
from the trees greater than 60cm in diameter that aren’t 
harvested. It is assumed that trees greater than 80cm can be 
harvested and that carbon storage for trees greater than 60cm 
that haven’t been harvested can be accessed. The calculation 
is: 
Timber not sold x conversion rate x carbon mass per volume  

4817 x (22/6) x 0.7 

Percent carbon per tree not 
harvested 70% 

Timber not sold (m3) 4,817 
Potential Carbon sold per 
year (mTCO2/year) 12,364 

VER price (2010-2014) $3.30 
VER price (2015-2020) $6.60 
Marketing commission 2.5% 
Sales commission 2.5% 
Benefit Distribution – Local 
Government 10% 

Government Levies and 
Excise Tax 10% 

Benefit Distribution to 
Communities 10% 

VER revenue $477,945  
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Appendix 7.3 continued 
REDD-RIL – NTFP   

Value of NTFP/ha/year $0.66 Based on a study by Bappenas (national planning agency) in 
2004 and Bogor Agriculture Institute Forest Faculty in 1999. 

Total Forest Area (ha) 29,608 NTFP can be secured from both the production and protection 
forest.  

% Forest which produces 
NTFP 50% This assumes that only half of the forest has the potential to 

generate NTFP.  
NTFP Revenue $125,952 NTFP sales increase each year by the inflation rate (5.5%) 

 
Appendix 7.4.Summary of  Funding and Revenue Sources (2009-2018) 
 

Source Status Quo Minimal Optimal REDD-AD REDD-
RIL 

Notes 

Government $223,337 $446,673 $638,105 $638,105 $638,105 

This assumes that 
the government 
will continue to 
pay for the 
Provincial Police 
salaries.  

ADM Capital 
Foundation $80,563 $80,563 $80,563 $80,563 $80,563 

This represents 
the portion of the 
existing grant that 
is to be spent in 
2009. The full 
grant amount, 
from November 
2008-September 
2009, is $94,551. 

IUCN-Netherlands $63,235 $63,235 $63,235 $63,235 $63,235 

This is an 18-
month grant 
starting in March 
2009.  

Private donor $14,030 $14,030 $14,030 $14,030 $14,030 
This is to be spent 
on a new vehicle 
in 2009.  

VER Revenue - - - $1,469,717 $477,945  
NTFP Revenue - - - $251,907 $125,953  
Timber Revenue - - - - $4,577,714  
TOTAL $381,165 $604,502  $795,933 $2,517,557 $5,977,545  
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Appendix 8. A Review of REDD 

Overview 

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.35

 
  

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.36

 
   

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).  
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 U.S. and E.U. markets. 
 
 
  

                                                      
35 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.  
36 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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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.37

 
  

• 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.38

 
  

• 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.39

Current REDD-related Debates in Indonesia 

  

There are a number of factors which currently challenge REDD’s potential, particularly in the case of 
Indonesia. These factors include: 
 

1. The current economic situation and the demand for palm oil,   
2. Credit demand concerns due to regulatory and project risks,  
3. Lack of clarity regarding Indonesia’s commitment and debates about the benefit 

distribution mechanism and taxes.     

The current economic situation and the demand for palm oil  
The economic slowdown may force consumer to use palm oil, one of the cheapest cooking oils, thus 
increasing the demand for palm oil plantations rather than REDD projects. Indonesia is the world’s 
largest palm oil producer and continues to clear forests for palm oil and is currently boosting oil palm 
estates by 125% to 18 million hectares.40

                                                      
37 

  

http://www.ml.com/index.asp?id=7695_7696_8149_88278_95339_96307 
38 http://news.mongabay.com/2008/0327-iwokrama.html 
39 http://money.cnn.com/2008/04/07/magazines/fortune/marriott_amazon.fortune/index.htm?postversion=2008040807 
40 http://www.reuters.com/article/latestCrisis/idUSKLR460422 

http://www.ml.com/index.asp?id=7695_7696_8149_88278_95339_96307�
http://news.mongabay.com/2008/0327-iwokrama.html�
http://money.cnn.com/2008/04/07/magazines/fortune/marriott_amazon.fortune/index.htm?postversion=2008040807�
http://www.reuters.com/article/latestCrisis/idUSKLR460422�
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Credit demand concerns due to regulatory and project risks  
Demand for REDD credits is on a voluntary or speculative basis. Suzanne Chew, Senior broker with 
Singapore-based emissions trading firm TFS Green was recently quoted as saying: “In general the 
regulatory and project risks involved are higher compared to credits from approved methodologies 
under the Kyoto Protocol, that's why there's a significant discount in the price.”41

Lack of clarity regarding the benefit distribution mechanism and taxes  

 

At this point, Indonesia's decree on implementing REDD is still at the draft stage and focuses only on 
how the government can benefit from carbon investment, says Greenpeace. "The draft decree just 
does not explain how to stop deforestation," said Bustar Maitar, team leader of Greenpeace Southeast 
Asia's forest campaign.42

 
  

In addition to a lack of clear guidance on the part of the Indonesian government, many people are 
concerned with potential disputes about forest ownership. Frances J. Seymour, director of the Center 
for International Forestry Research, or CIFOR, which has its headquarters in Bogor, West Java 
Province, said the toughest job would be how the government deals with disputed claims on forested 
areas between the central and local governments; disputes between local administrations, local 
communities and forest concession holders; and disputes stemming from state law and traditional law, 
or hukum adat , on forest ownership.43

 

 In terms of actual REDD project benefit sharing; it is unclear 
whether the Indonesian government will request that a percentage of profits or a percentage of 
revenues are shared with local communities. Additionally, it is unclear at what percentage they would 
be shared.  

Another question stems from the imposition or a tax or a levy. Devine, head of the climate change 
practice at Baker & McKenzie member firm Hadiputranto, Hadinoto & Partners said the finance 
ministry is studying how to treat REDD credits and whether they should be taxed, whether the 
government should impose a levy on the value of the credit as with, say, timber, or whether the 
government should take a physical share of the credits as with oil and gas.44

 
  

Given the current debate regarding REDD, both at the local and international levels, it is difficult to 
quantify the feasibility of the Nantu Forest utilizing a REDD strategy to secure revenue for 
conservation activities.   

                                                      
41 http://www.reuters.com/article/latestCrisis/idUSKLR460422 
42 http://www.reuters.com/article/latestCrisis/idUSKLR460422 
43 http://uk.reuters.com/article/behindTheScenes/idUKTRE5471I620090508?pageNumber=1&virtualBrandChannel=0 
44 http://uk.reuters.com/article/behindTheScenes/idUKTRE5471I620090508?pageNumber=1&virtualBrandChannel=0 

http://www.reuters.com/article/latestCrisis/idUSKLR460422�
http://www.reuters.com/article/latestCrisis/idUSKLR460422�
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Appendix 9. Analysis of Forest Cover Change in the Nantu Forest  

 
1. Vegetation cover in 1990 

From digital data of forest vegetation cover in 1990 produced by Forestry Departement and also 
MMS landsat image in 1991, it can be seen that forest vegetation cover in Nantu wildlife reserve, 
protection forest, and production forest is still 100 % intact, except in the southern area of the 
Nantu wildlife reserve where there is underbrush. Total cover can be seen in the table below: 

Table A9.1. Vegetation Cover in 1990 

Name Vegetation cover type Area (ha) Percentage (%) 

Protection Forest Forest 19,605.85 100.00 

Production Forest Forest 10,001.59 100.00 

Nantu Wildlife Reserve Forest 32,944.16 99.76 

 Underbrush 79.11 0.24 

TOTAL 62,630.71  
 
2. Vegetation cover in 2000 

According to the data in 2000, deforestation occurred in the southern part of Nantu Forest, likely 
due to the transmigration population in the area.  Total vegetation cover can be seen in Table 2.  

Table  A9.2. Vegetation Cover in 2000 

Name Vegetation cover Area (ha) Percentage  (%) 

Protection Forest Forest 19,542.91 99.68 

 Farming mix/Underbrush 54.64 0.28 

 Underbrush 8.29 0.04 

Production forest Forest 9,440.41 94.39 

 Farming mix/Underbrush 309.73 3.10 

 Underbrush 241.13 2.41 

 Exposed land 10.32 0.10 

Nantu willife Reserve Forest 32,459.86 98.30 

 Farming 126.25 0.38 

 Underbrush 437.03 1.32 

 Exposed land 0.14 0.00 

TOTAL  62,630.71  
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3. Vegetation cover 2007 

According to data from 2007, deforestation occurred in the southern and northern parts of the 
Nantu Forest, and will potentially happen in the next coming years in Dilingga village, Buloila 
village, and Bolontio village.  Result vegetation cover in 2007 can be seen in table 3. 

Table A9.3. Vegetation Cover 2007 

Name Vgetation cover Area (ha) Percentage (%) 

Protection forest Forest 19,564.72 99.55 

 Farming mix/Underbrush 64.94 0.33 

 Underbrush 23.81 0.12 

Production forest Forest 8,809.27 88.08 

 Farming mix/Underbrush 449.85 4.50 

 Underbrush 742.48 7.42 

Nantu wildlife 
reserve 

Forest 
32,109.68 97.33 

 Farming 229.11 0.69 

 Underbrush 684.49 2.08 

TOTAL  62,630.71  

 
Deforestation from 2000 – 2007 in Protection forest is 25.81 ha (0.13 %) and dry land farming 
mix with underbrush 10.30 ha (0.05 %) and underbrush 15.51 ha (0.08 %). In the Production 
forest, deforestation is 631.15 ha (6.68 %) and dry land farming mix with underbrush 129.8 ha 
(1.37 %), underbrush 501.35 ha (5.31 %), and exposed land in 2000 become farming mixed with 
underbrush 10.32 ha in 2007.  In the Nantu wildlife reserve deforestation is 350.18 ha (1.08 %) 
and farming 102.86 ha (0.32 %), underbrush 247.32 ha (0.76 %).  The highest deforestation 
happened in the production forest. 
 

5. Deforestation per year 
From the table data forest cover in 1990, 2000, 2007, Table 4 provides the number of forest cover 
change in the Nantu Forest: 
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Table A9.4. Deforestation period 1990-2000 and 2000-2007 

Function Vegetation 1990 
Area (ha) 

2000 
Area (ha) 

Deforestation 
'90-'00 (%) 

2007 
Area (ha) 

Deforestation 
'00-'07 (%) 

Protection 
Forest 

Forest 19,605.85 19,542.91 0.32 19,517.11 0.13 

 Non-Forest  62.94  88.74  

Production 
Forest 

Forest 10,001.59 9,440.41 5.61 8,809.27 6.69 

 Non-Forest  561.17  1,192.32  

Nantu Wildlife 
Reserve 

Forest 32,944.16 32,459.86 1.47 32,109.67 1.08 

 Non-Forest 79.11 563.42  913.60  

TOTAL  62,630.71 62,630.71  62,630.71  

Table A9.5. Deforestation per year 

Function Deforestation per year period 
1990-2000 (%) 

Deforestation per year 
period 2000-2007 (%) 

Remark 

Protection forest 0.032 0.018 decrease 

Production forest 0.56 0.955 increase 

Nantu wildlife 
reserve 0.147 0.154 

increase 

 
Source of Information analyzed: 

1. Citra Landsat 7 
 Form of data: Digital, Image Format *.img and *.Tiff 
 Media: Download 
 Source: USGS (U.S. Geological Survey’s) and GLCF (Global Land Cover Facility) 

• Landsat 7 path 113 row 059 date October 05, 2007 band 1-7 
• Landsat 7 path 113 row 059 date May 27, 2006  band 1-7 
• Landsat 7 path 113 row 059 date March 05, 2005  band 1-7 
• Landsat 7 path 113 row 059 date October 17, 2000 band 1-7 
• Landsat 7 path 113 row 059 date January 10, 1991  band 1-7  *GLCF 

 
2. Citra Landsat 4 

 Form of data: Digital, Image Format *.img and *.Tiff 
 Source: USGS (U.S. Geological Survey’s) 

• Citra MSS path 121 row 059 date October 14, 1978 band 1-4 
 

3. Data of forest cover year 1990, 2000, 2006. 
Form of data: Digital, Shapefile Format, *shp 
Source: Forestry Departement 

 
4. Digital Data of Nantu Wildlife Reserve boundaries year 2008. 

Form of data: Digital, Shapefile Format, *shp 
Projections: Geographic, WGS 1984. 
Source: Forestry Departement 
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Appendix 10.  Difference Between Optimal and Minimal Scenario: Financial Summary 

Appendix 11. A Review of Conservation Trust Fund Investment Management 

 

Year 1 10 Years Year 1 10 Years

2009 2009 to 2018 2009 2009 to 2018 Difference % Difference % 

COST BY MPA FUCTION 304,890  3,703,089     386,742  5,808,590     81,852      26.8% 2,105,501  56.9%

1 Policy & Planning 21,606     205,099         26,813     293,121         5,207         24.1% 88,023         42.9%

2 Zonation & Enforcement 117,660    1,558,523      149,343    2,399,186      31,683       26.9% 840,663       53.9%

3 Research & Monitoring 41,508     488,184         56,310     1,004,450      14,802       35.7% 516,265       105.8%

4 IEC 41,922     393,912         51,629     560,117         9,707         23.2% 166,205       42.2%

5 Community Engagement & Livelihoods 29,324     512,731         39,031     776,826         9,707         33.1% 264,095       51.5%

6 Tourism Development 25,236     254,760         30,642     396,204         5,406         21.4% 141,444       55.5%

7 Finance & Administration 27,634     289,881         32,974     378,687         5,339         19.3% 88,806         30.6%

8 Other -              -                    -              -                    -                -                 

COST BY BUDGET CATEGORY 304,890  3,703,089     386,742  5,808,590     81,852      26.8% 2,105,501  56.9%

Personnel 189,883    2,444,810      262,207    3,731,891      72,324       38.1% 1,287,081    52.6%

Contractual Services 29,110     77,612           29,110     203,859         -                0.0% 126,247       162.7%

Travel 9,403       132,661         15,854     215,721         6,451         68.6% 83,060         62.6%

Supplies & Materials 28,060     425,019         28,060     562,739         -                0.0% 137,719       32.4%

Fuels 4,933       118,775         4,933       143,010         -                0.0% 24,235         20.4%

Occupancy 4,044       61,721           4,044       109,747         -                0.0% 48,025         77.8%

Capital Assets 28,281     136,633         31,358     289,000         3,077         10.9% 152,367       111.5%

Assets Maintenance 666          14,355           666          18,045           -                0.0% 3,690          25.7%

Miscellaneous 10,509     291,501         10,509     534,578         -                0.0% 243,077       83.4%

COST OF PERSONNEL 189,883  2,444,810     262,207  3,731,891     72,324      38.1% 1,287,081  52.6%

1 Policy & Planning 13,792     177,578         18,078     232,758         4,286         31.1% 55,180         31.1%

2 Zonation & Enforcement 85,481     1,100,600      114,091    1,784,098      28,610       33.5% 683,499       62.1%

3 Research & Monitoring 22,694     292,198         35,980     488,722         13,286       58.5% 196,524       67.3%

4 IEC 18,371     236,533         27,157     359,838         8,786         47.8% 123,306       52.1%

5 Community Engagement & Livelihoods 18,173     233,987         26,959     347,106         8,786         48.3% 113,119       48.3%

6 Tourism Development 15,534     200,005         19,820     260,278         4,286         27.6% 60,273         30.1%

7 Finance & Administration 15,837     203,910         20,123     259,090         4,286         27.1% 55,180         27.1%

8 Other -              -                    -              -                    -                -                 

COST OF ACTIVITIES BY FUNCTION 49,787    927,799        56,238    1,415,890     6,451        13.0% 488,091      52.6%

1 Policy & Planning 1,283       6,625             2,205       32,104           922            71.8% 25,479         384.6%

2 Zonation & Enforcement 20,540     375,944         21,462     472,582         922            4.5% 96,638         25.7%

3 Research & Monitoring 10,355     148,368         11,277     278,719         922            8.9% 130,351       87.9%

4 IEC 11,804     105,018         12,725     140,051         922            7.8% 35,034         33.4%

5 Community Engagement & Livelihoods 1,407       252,184         2,329       388,039         922            65.5% 135,855       53.9%

6 Tourism Development 2,701       32,682           3,623       71,937           922            34.1% 39,255         120.1%

7 Finance & Administration 1,696       6,979             2,618       32,458           922            54.3% 25,479         365.1%

8 Other -              -                    -              -                    -                -                 

CASH SOURCE 160,903  604,502        175,771  795,933        14,868      9.2% 191,431      31.7%

Government 34,692     446,673         49,560     638,105         14,868       42.9% 191,431       42.9%

Donors 126,211    157,829         126,211    157,829         -                0.0% -                 0.0%

Payment for services -              -                    -              -                    -                -                 

Other Source -              -                    -              -                    -                -                 

FINANCIAL SUMMARY

Revenue 160,903    604,502         175,771    795,933         14,868       9.2% 191,431       31.7%

Expenses 276,609    3,566,456      355,384    5,519,590      78,775       28.5% 1,953,134    54.8%

CAPEX 28,281     136,633         31,358     289,000         3,077         10.9% 152,367       111.5%

Net funding required 143,987    3,098,587      210,971    5,012,657      66,984       46.5% 1,914,070    61.8%

Year 1 10 Years

Minimal Operation Optimal Operation



 

91 
 

In June 2008, the Wildlife Conservation Society, Conservation Finance Alliance, and the Latin 
American and Caribbean Network of Environmental Funds compiled the Conservation Trust Fund 
Investment Survey.45

 
 The following information and examples come from this document.  

These examples provide information regarding managed assets and investment returns, asset 
allocation by investment type and geography, currency of investments, use of consultants, and 
frequency of asset allocation rebalancing.  

Managed Assets and Investment Returns  

There were 18 CTFs that responded with sufficient data to determine the amount of funds under 
management and their investment return.  

TableA11. 1. Managed Assets and Investment Returns 

 Americas (n=12) Africa (n=5) Global (n=18) 

Total Size $268 million $42 million $315 million 
Average size $22 million $8.5 million $17.5 million 
Return (weighted, 
all years) 9.94% 12.06% 10.19% 

Return (2003-2006) 10.24% 12.99% 10.57% 

Asset Allocation by Investment Type and Geography 

Asset allocation distributions range quite a bit from CTF to CTF. In the Americas, fixed income is the 
investment vehicle of choice, whereas in Africa assets are distributed across cash, fixed income, and 
equities more equally. In terms of geographical investment, approximately 40% of investments are in 
domestic assets with the remainder in US (29-37%) and non-US international (20-29%).  

Table A11.2. Asset Allocation by Investment Type 

 Americas (n=12) Africa (n=6) Global (n=19) 

Cash 5.9% 37.8% 9.1% 
Fixed Income 74.5% 35% 67.6% 
Equity 15% 37.8% 18.3% 
Other46 5.9%  - 5% 

 

Table A11.3. Asset Allocation by Geography 

 Americas (n=12) Africa (n=6) Global (n=19) 

Domestic 37.3% 42.8% 38.1% 
US 37.3% 28.6% 35.7% 
Non US International 19.9% 28.6% 21% 
Other 5.8% - 4.9% 

                                                      
45 Saccardi, Daniel (2008). Conservation Trust Fund Investment Survey. 
46 Other is made up of real estate (two CTFs) and hedge fund investments (five CTFs). 
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Currency of Investments 

The percentage of investment in National currency roughly mirrors the percentage allocated to 
Domestic assets (see Table 4). However, in all areas, the percentage of US-dollar denominated assets 
outweighs the amount of US-investment, meaning that some of their non-US International 
investments must be US-dollar denominated.   

Table A11.4. Currency of Investments 

 Americas (n=12) Africa (n=5) Global (n=19) 

National 34.4% 39% 36% 
US 65% 41% 60% 
€ 0.5% 11.5% 2% 
Other 0.1% 7% 1% 

Use of Consultants 

CTFs in all regions preferred the use of independent financial consultants by an overwhelming margin 
(85% in the Americas, 71% in Africa, and 76% of all respondents), or a total of 16 out of the 21 CTFs 
that provided information. These consultants are typically from either domestic or international 
banking or investment management institutions and are employed to guide investment management 
decisions. The use of a consultant does not, however, ensure improved performance. In the Americas, 
for example, the three best and worst performers all used consultants.  

Consultant / Manager Fees 
Twelve funds provided information regarding their consulting and manager fees. Fees range from 
0.04% to 1.86% of total assets. The average is 0.54%.  

Frequency of Asset Allocation Rebalancing 

Among rebalancing CTFs, there is almost an even split among quarterly, monthly/bimonthly, and as 
needed.  

Table A11. 5. Frequency of Asset Allocation Rebalancing  

Fund Rebalancing Frequency 
2003-2006 Avg. Total 
Return (net of 
expenses) 

1 As necessary 22.6% 
2 Quarterly 17.0% 
3 Monthly 13.5% 
4 Quarterly 9.6% 
5 As necessary 8.9% 
6 Quarterly 8.8% 
7 Quarterly 7.9% 
8 Quarterly 7.3% 
9 As necessary 7.2% 
10 Quarterly 6.3% 
11 Quarterly 6.1% 
12 Quarterly 4.7% 
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Appendix 12. Conditions Applied by GCF and GEF 

TableA 12. 1. 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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Cont’d GCF GEF 

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 €pean 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 
€pe 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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Cont’d GCF GEF 

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.)? 

Descriptions 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 13: Monitoring and Evaluation Scorecard for Conservation Trust Funds47

Legal Compliance:  

 

Is the CTF in compliance with its: 
 
1. Articles of Incorporation (including its mission statement)? 
2. Bylaws? 
3. Grant Agreements with donors? 
4. Laws of: 

a. The country where it is operating? 
b. The country where it is legally registered (if that is a different country)? 

Compliance with Reporting Requirements:  

Has the CTF fully completed on-time all of its required annual or quarterly reports to: 
 
1. International donors: 

a. Financial reports? 
b. Technical reports? 

2. National government agencies:  
a. Reports required for maintaining a CTF’s legal registration and license to carry out activities as 

a non-profit entity? 
b. Reports (and payments, if any) required for compliance with tax laws?   

Transparency:  

Has the CTF demonstrated transparency by publishing and making widely available an Annual Report 
(and/or website) including: 
 
1. List and amounts of all grants made? 
2. Total administrative expenses, including a definition of what this includes? 
3. Audited Financial Statements? 
4. Description of achievements and failures in fulfilling program goals and strategic plans and 

objectives? 
5. Review of the achievement of the past year’s annual work plan and statement of the coming 

year’s work plan? 
 
 
 
 

  

                                                      
47 Barry Spergel and Phillipe Taieb, “Rapid Review of Conservation Trust Funds” (Conservation Finance Alliance 2008)  
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Procedures / Operations Manual: 

Does the CTF have an Operations Manual(s) including: 
 
1. Procedures for board meetings, including taking of minutes and maintaining permanent written 

records of all board actions? 
2. Detailed criteria and procedures for Grant-making? 
3. Procedures for Monitoring and Evaluation? 
4. Internal financial and accounting procedures? 
5. Procurement rules and conflict-of-interest rules? 
6. Procedures for employment and performance evaluation of staff? 
7. Are the Operational Manual and other administrative manuals followed in practice?  
8. Are the Operational Manual and other administrative manuals updated regularly in response to 

changing circumstances?  

Auditing Financial Performance: 

1. Does the CTF employ (either on its own staff, or as an outside consultant) a person with the skills 
required to do internal auditing to ensure compliance with all financial requirements of donors, 
national government agencies, and the CTFs own Bylaws and Operations Manuals? 

2. Has the CTF been audited each year by an independent outside accounting firm that applies 
generally accepted international accounting standards and meets all donor specifications? 

3. Has the CTF been given a passing grade by such an outside auditor? If not, has the CTF given a 
satisfactory explanation for its non-compliance, and produced a plan for achieving full 
compliance within one year? 

Investment Performance (for CTFs that have endowments or sinking funds): 

1. Does the CTF have (and---in the cases of (i) through (iii) below---does it comply with) an 
investment policy and/or investment guidelines that: 

a. Include limits for investing in different types of assets? 
b. Include requirements for diversification among different types of investments? 
c. Include limits or restrictions on invading (i.e., spending) capital?  
d. Include annual investment performance targets or goals, linked to international 

benchmarks? 
e. Have been approved by the CTF’s governing board? 
f. Meet any applicable international donor requirements? 
g. Meet any national government legal requirements? 

2. Has the CTF used an open and competitive process to select a highly regarded outside investment 
manager(s) (and/or investment consultants and advisors, hereafter all referred to as the 
“investment manager”) that meets all applicable international donor requirements and national 
government requirements? 

3. Does the CTF’s board (or a board committee) have (and apply) a set of procedures for reviewing 
the performance of the CTF’s investments at least quarterly, and for the CTF’s Executive Director 
to communicate with the CTF’s outside investment manager (by email, fax or telephone) at least 
monthly? 

4. Does the CTF’s board have (and apply) a set of procedures for reviewing the CTF’s investment 
policies, guidelines, and asset allocation’s at least annually, and (if necessary) updating or 
revising them in the light of current financial conditions, and the CTF’s own needs?     
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Administrative Efficiency 

1. Does the CTF have or use a definition of administrative costs that corresponds to one or more 
commonly accepted definitions of what constitute administrative costs? 

2. Does the CTF have a maximum limit on administrative costs as a percentage of its annual budget 
(at least starting from its third year of operations)? 

3. Has the CTF kept its administrative costs within the prescribed limit, if there is a limit? 
4. If the CTF has a limit on administrative costs but has not kept within that limit, 
5. Has it provided an explanation satisfactory to its donors for exceeding the limit? 
6. Is it taking sufficient steps to either: 
7. Reduce such costs?  
8. Significantly increase its income?  
9. Obtain additional outside funding specifically to cover such costs, either temporarily or 

permanently? 
10. Provide justification acceptable to its donors for why limits on its administrative costs should be 

temporarily or permanently raised?   

Clarity and focus of goals, objectives and roles: 

1. Does the CTF have a mission statement that is clearly defined and can serve as a means of setting 
priorities, or is the mission statement so broad or does it include so many different goals that it 
has little practical value? 

2. Does the CTF have a 5-year strategic plan and an annual work plan that establish clear goals and 
priorities to guide its grant-making? 

3. Are the CTF’s strategic plans based on a participatory process including the most relevant 
stakeholders? 

4. Has the CTF followed and carried out its 5-year and 1-year work plan, or given persuasive 
reasons for not doing so?   
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