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Summary of Synthesis Report of the
External Review of IUCN 2007

The report of the IUCN External Review 2007 iswotvolumes. Volume 1 is a synthesis of the
main findings, conclusions and recommendationsoifttains two annexes that provide the field
evidence and background support for the finding$irdding conservation to livelihoods in Africa
and closing the policy-practice loop. Volume 2gmmts the review of the IUCN Membership.
Together the two volumes constitute the final repbthe External Review 2007.

The terms of reference identified three specifeaarfor review:

1. The value IUCN adds to its Members, particularlyhia South (Volume 2)

2. Linking conservation to livelihoods in Africa (Anxd to the Synthesis report)

3. Closing the Policy-Practice Loop: with a thematicds on the Water Programme and the
Global Marine Programme (Annex 2 to the Synthesiort)

In examining the three topics, the review team fified some common problems in the
governance and management of IUCN that are reduti@N’s performance in each review
area. At the request of the Director General aittl the agreement of the Framework Donors,
the review team agreed to also address some ahdjar issues facing IUCN that cut across the
three topic areas of the review. In hindsight tleeiew team believes that these broader
organizational issues should have been in ther@igerms of reference, for they lie at the heart
of IUCN’s ability to perform well as a membershipganization and to effectively deliver its
programme. The External Review takes place oncle kdersessional Period. It is the principal
opportunity for IUCN to take stock of progress aswk the emerging issues from a big picture
perspective. It is also an important means forRreemework Donors to gain insight into the
overall achievements and performance of the orgtioiz. The terms of reference for future
External Reviews should reflect the importance adking at IUCN as a whole once each
Intersessional Period.

Given the effort of the review team to respondhe briginal terms of reference, this review

cannot be and is not an in-depth management oniza#onal review. It highlights some of the

common challenges facing IUCN that were identifieding the review and proposes some short-
term actions to address them. The review was dedignd conducted to facilitate learning and
follow-up actions through stakeholder feedbackijlifated workshops and ongoing interaction

with [UCN, especially with the senior management ataff of the secretariat and with donors.

A common observation made by reviewers of IUCN&t findings and recommendations made
by earlier reviews of IUCN are not adequately resjgal to. Thus they are doomed to repetition

i Synthesis of Findings and Recommendations
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from one review to another. This is true for thstIExternal Review 2003 and it is true for this
External Review 2007. IUCN and its donors invesavily in reviews. There should be better
systems and controls for ensuring that managenmsatan its ownManagement Response to
reviews.

The review team heard virtually universal endorsanfer the concept of IUCN as a highly
valued organization with a unique and probablyplaeeable membership structure that gives
IUCN international credibility and authority. IUCN clearly doing much good work at all scales
and in all regions and is delivering important tessand products. That IUCN is doing valuable
work in many areas is not the key issue. Rathienithether IUCN is sufficiently focused on and
aligned with its own value proposition - that ibsks through its members and harnesses the
efforts of thousands of volunteers through its Cassions - to be a global leader in strategic
influencing through world-class knowledge produetsd convening processes. This is the
guestion for IUCN that is addressed by the review.

The review found IUCN’s unique niche for convenuifferent actors across different scales to
forge shared understanding, commitment for chamgej@nt action to be undisputed. Yet there
was widespread concern that IUCN'’s full potentialthis regard is not being realised. The
context in which IUCN is operating is changing veapidly, leading the review team to conclude
that significant revitalization is required acralse Union if it is to fully achieve its potentiaha
remain a relevant and financially viable organizatinto the future.

Many of the issues raised by this review are net ttel UCN. They have been raised repeatedly
in various reviews, evaluations and strategy documever the recent past. Consequently this
review has also focused on the key underlying caimés to change. IUCN has a strong base of
support and much commitment to its cause, yet tiemdso a potentially damaging level of
frustration emerging. The coming IntersessionagPamme will be a critical period for IUCN to
demonstrate that it can change and that it carvatetin its full potential. The areas where
change is most needed are identified below.

IUCN is a membership organization. Members wansde I[UCN doing more convening and
strategic influencing work that involves them. dmthis IUCN needs to utilize its resources in a
different way and have more resources for membersupport and strategic influencing. The
current project model makes this difficult. CuttgnlUCN'’s key organizational systems like
ICT, MIS, M&E and knowledge management as well@se of its staff capacities are weak for
a global organization with major influencing, knedfe brokering and communications
functions. Over the recent past the leadershifpJ&fN, its funding model and its management
structure and processes have not enabled IUCNctapesa vicious circle of taking on projects to
support the secretariat to undertake more projects.

ii Synthesis of Findings and Recommendations
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Key challenges facing IUCN

Despite IUCN'’s valued role and its strong trackoreicof achievements it is currently facing a
number of serious issues that impact on its peidocg, its capacity to meet expectations and its
future viability. The main challenges for the Umiare:

* IUCN’s governance structure — everyone agrees that IUCN is a unique member
organization. Although it is needed now more tleamr, it is very unlikely that its bi-
cameral governance structure could be created totkmyvever, the relationships between
its constituent parts - the membership, Commissiamd secretariat — are suboptimal.
IUCN continues to operate without effectively engagts membership and the Council is
seen as a less effective a governing body thareésled. The Union must become once
again more than the sum of its parts;

» Growth and decentralization of the Secretariat- The rapid growth and decentralization
of the secretariat has led to problems in a cofiaan and communication across
functional units and regional offices. A smallerganization can rely on informal
networking and still function quite well but an argzation that operates from more than
60 locations and has more than 1000 staff needsigstorganization-wide systems and
processes. These include clear accountability fos does what and who informs whom.
IUCN lacks sufficiently clear and consistent systemnd processes to manage the
secretariat.

» Financial resources— IUCN has achieved impressive results with abélaesources but
its current financial model is weak and unsustdmaltJCN derives at least 85% of its
income from Overseas Development Assistance (ODAYlihg through a limited number
of OECD countries and about 73% of its income ®irigted to specific ODA funded
projects. Only about 11% of income is unrestrictediuding fees from its members.

» External competition — IUCN lacks some of the fundamental tools suclaraeffective
Management Information System (MIS) and networkimgdels to remain competitive in a
rapidly changing external environment. To someeixit needs to reinvent itself if it is to
retain its leadership as the voice for Nature araiasnable use of natural resources.

Revitalising the Union

Over the last decade, studies and reviews havdifiddnthe governance of IUCN as a major
challenge to IUCN being able to capitalize on itdque status of member organization and
networks of experts in the Commissions supportedahyrofessional secretariat. They have
repeatedly called for improvements in accountgbiind transparency in governance of the
Union. This review has raised concerns about thec#éfeness of Council as an oversight body
and in providing strategic leadership for the Unidstrategic leadership is needed from Council
now more than ever. IUCN is facing serious chg&nand is responding with new strategic

iii Synthesis of Findings and Recommendations
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initiatives in different areas and transformatiorogesses, in the Commissions and in the
secretariat.

There are cracks in the Union. They produce diffies in coordination, competition over
resources and poor communication across and withénthree pillars. One of the most
fundamental and exciting challenges facing IUCNeihinking how to revitalize the Union in a
world of globalization, new forms of social netwiomy, and competing demands on the resources
which are the lifeblood of IUCN — volunteers, netk& highly professional staff, the attention of
governments, and the resources contributed by menaimel donors. Council needs to understand
the changes in the external and internal envirotgnef IUCN and provide leadership to the
Union.

What is reasonable to expect from a governing bibdy is composed of volunteer Council
members that comes together infrequently and cabeatxpected to know the Programme or
organization in detail? Council needs to consitilidre is a gap between governance supply and
demand and if so, how it might be bridged. Theewvhas suggested Task Forces of Council
that might include Council members, staff and a#sxperts. The important issue to resolve is
how to ensure that the Union has the strong gonemthat most observers say it clearly needs.

IUCN as a Member Organization

The review of members’ engagement in the work o€CMNJfound that members are very
supportive of the mission of IUCN but many membemes frustrated with IUCN. They want to
be more involved in programme and policy. They warnstronger IUCN presence in their
countries. They want the knowledge produced byNU& be more accessible and they want to
play a larger role in the generation of that knalgke. In general members want to be more
engaged in the work of IUCN, but IUCN suffers fraystemic weaknesses in its organization,
particularly within the secretariat that inhibitsembers who wish to be more informed and
engaged to become so. It has also followed a nunflq@licies and strategic directions over the
past decade with respect to membership and opasstco information that seem to be taking
IUCN farther away from its main purposes as a mestte organization.

IUCN has largely failed to deliver the key resutts the Membership Strategy 2005-2008,
including increasing the engagement of memberkenatork of IUCN. The review recommends
that a new Membership Strategy be developed fo®-2W12 but not before the present policy
directions and rapid expansion of the membershgt, anderlie the existing membership strategy
are reconsidered. IUCN needs a new policy framkvimr membership that is clearly mission
driven and considers where IUCN wants to be in seoffmembership, partnerships and networks
20 or more years from now — in other words, whadkof organization will IUCN be and how
will it do business? The targets for membershipagh in the current strategy were not only
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unrealistic in the light of experience but are ®duestioned in terms of where they are taking
IUCN as a Union.

Transforming the project portfolio

Project implementation has provided IUCN not onighvsignificant financial resources but also
valuable hands-on experience of conservation anvélol@gment. However, the current large
portfolio of field projects is not adequately aleghwith the niche and value proposition of the
Union in relation to its members. Neither does ghgject portfolio sufficiently support IUCN'’s
unique capacity to play a strategic influencingerat national, regional and international scales.
In some regions simply maintaining a large projeeitfolio of donor-funded field projects to
ensure financial viability, has become the ovengdiocus of management. The issue is not so
much the value of field projects, but rather altbetbalance between field activities and strategic
influencing activities, and the inadequate learnfrgm field experiences to support strategic
influencing — which may occur soon after or mangrgeafter the project was completed.

The review has noted very positive and encouragixgmples that illustrate the potential for
IUCN to change the current situation. Particulailynificant are the Water and Nature Initiative
and Livelihoods and Landscapes Programme fundetidyovernment of the Netherlands that
support a globally coordinated approach to linkiredd experiences with strategic influencing.
Embedded within these programmes are clear preze$sapturing and utilizing lessons learned
and the allocation of resources for knowledge mament and monitoring and evaluation.

IUCN'’s strategic influence

IUCN occupies an important and potentially powerfuiddle ground between advocacy,
scientific research and project implementation.CNJaims to bring about change in the world
which means it has a set of both implicit and explialues, positions and policies that lead it to
work towards certain sorts of change and changeeps®s. As its knowledge, empowerment and
governance strategy implies, it does much more fah provide technical information on
conservation and development issues. Howeverndive nature of the membership, it is not,
and cannot be, a strong or radical advocacy orgtaiz

The review found that IUCN is highly regarded asusted broker and respected convener for
informed dialogue between different groups, inahgdihe critically important dialogue between
government and civil society. Strategic influercigoes beyond policy influence to mean the
“influencing, encouraging and assisting societiegmponent of IUCN’s mission. There is
increased demand at national, regional and intemetlevels for IUCN to provide platforms for
dialogue and policy development.

\% Synthesis of Findings and Recommendations
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The long history of many failures in planned intmtions in international development together
with increasing demand for impact measures anduatability of public investments, has led to
a renewed interest itheories of change. Theory of change refers to being explicit abtha
underlying assumptions of how social change happewshow it can be influenced. So far,
IUCN has not paid enough attention to understanting its actions lead to positive change. In
future, IUCN needs to become more rigorous in tbsigh of its interventions, both at the field
project level and in providing platforms for strgieinfluencing.

Monitoring and evaluation

A key part of understanding how interventions makeifference is being able to learn lessons
from field projects and other work in order to ughce policy and to scale-up successes. Over
time IUCN has made considerable effort to improte monitoring and evaluation (M&E)
systems. It has established a number of interestitgrnal performance and assessment
procedures. It has clear guidelines for carryingquality external evaluations. The importance
of M&E is recognised by most staff and a numbertlod newer initiatives within global
programmes are focusing more on M&E. IUCN now seedensure that the M&E systems in
place are properly used so that they can providesalmated results in a timely fashion and
support both analysis and synthesis that can majenizational learning more systemic.

Knowledge management

Knowledge management is another key componentganizational learning. Overall the review
found current knowledge management systems anaégses to be weak and unable to support
the needs of the Union. Access to knowledge hgldUCN is also a policy issue that needs
urgent attention. Compared to other organizatidd§N is either by intention or by default,
more restrictive in its knowledge sharing tharhivgd be.

As articulated in the Knowledge Management Strategffective knowledge management
involves issues of conceptual understanding, osgdioinal culture, work processes, incentives
and ICT capabilities. At present IUCN is struggliwith knowledge management in all these
dimensions. The review recognises that attent®nbeing given to improving the ICT
infrastructure and urges that investment in an awed ICT and MIS backbone be given priority
by the Director General in 2008-2009. It also mowends that the Knowledge Management
Strategy be updated and implemented with more foaushat knowledge products are needed to
support IUCN'’s strategic influencing objectives.

Vi Synthesis of Findings and Recommendations
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Investing in core capacities

The review has noted that IUCN has neither sufficiesources nor the appropriate targeting of
existing resources to make the necessary invessmertore organizational capacities that are
essential for it to be a relevant and effectiveaaigation into the future. Over the coming period
IUCN must significantly increase its investments éore capacities such as: knowledge
management, management information systems, corcationis; staff development;
Commission support; strategic influencing; perfonoc® assessment and monitoring and
evaluation. IUCN should focus on overcoming whppears to be a vicious cycle of under-
resourcing its critical systems that seems to be @inthe reasons for the Union’s inability to
respond adequately to strategic issues that hase fepeatedly raised by previous reviews and
evaluations.

The review fully endorses the work that is curnggibing into transforming IUCN'’s management
information systems and the introduction of theegmiise resource planning (ERP) system. It
has also noted the constructive communication withe secretariat about these developments
and the intention to drive the process throughasgmtative working groups. It is a concern that
the resources necessary to implement this proptsedformation have not yet been fully
secured.

To improve IUCN'’s core organizational capacitiedl wequire considerable attention and time
input from staff. It will also require a culturahange in the organization in terms of staff's
willingness to support and utilize corporate wiglstems and procedures.

Leadership and change management

IUCN undertakes analysis and seeks evidence teaurd support what it does and how it does
it. It is less effective in putting plans and regcuendations into action. IUCN is involved in
many reviews and planning exercises across diffgrarts of the Union and at all levels in the
lead-up to the WCC in 2008 and the start of the h&ersessional Programme in 2009. Despite
good intentions, the history of IUCN has until nbeen too much characterized by reviews that
produce repeated recommendations that are nowedloup; policies that exist more on paper
than in reality; and targets that are not adequatenitored to see if they are achieved.

The timeframe for effective planning for the nentersessional Period is so short that planning
processes that should be sequential and builddihgifrom one step to the next are taking place
more or less simultaneously without sufficient ratgion to inform one another. Strategies like
the Membership Strategy and Commissions’ mandallemesd to be framed by a major
positioning strategy for IUCN about where it wattde in 2020. There is a danger that these key
planning initiatives which together will guide IUCHIr the next decade or so will not be logically

Vii Synthesis of Findings and Recommendations
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consistent unless a strategic and participatoryrtey process is established by Council to
reposition IUCN for 2020.

Management, staff, governance bodies and exteevédwers have each identified problems as
barriers to improved performance of the secretdriaterms of efficiency and effectiveness.
These range from communication problems acrosserdift parts of the secretariat; competition
instead of cooperation between organizational uriteaman resource problems in terms of
morale, perverse incentives and lack of clear auaility; and a history of management’s
perceived inability to make decisions. The reviawlerscores that the problems are systemic and
need to be tackled in a systematic way.

The Director General has begun a change managdraesttion process for the secretariat that
will address some of the root causes of these pnobland will encourage participation from staff
and support from the Framework Donors. Council stredDirector General must work together
to provide that strategic leadership to set agmethges in motion and provide strong oversight
to ensure that the changes are implemented towecthie desired outcomes.

Conclusions

The review team heard from many people that notlvésgime to make the changes that can lead
to far-reaching reforms to revitalize the Unioti.there is one message coming from the work of
this review it is that IUCN should take stock ofevé it is, look at what it has learned, review its

existing strategies, establish its own priorities &ction and focus its efforts on making the

changes needed and following through to ensuretlegtwork.

The review has led to many recommendations dealitly the three areas for special attention
and with the overarching issues. If there werewa key actions that are both important and
immediate to do, we would propose the followingrftinked steps:

PRIORITY ACTION 1 - Undertake a meta-review of all the reviews atrdtsgies
IUCN has done over this Intersessional Period awdlyce (1) an analysis of where
they are mutually supportive and where they areonsistent; (2) rationalize the
recommended actions into an integrated and streachlAction Plan 2009-2012 that
will underpin the next IUCN Strategy; (3) produae @perational/business plan with
agreed priorities based on sound financial anabysis(4) assign resources and specific
responsibilities for achieving the different compats of the plan.

PRIORITY ACTION 2 - Develop a new Membership Policy and Strategy tzen
guide IUCN'’s organizational evolution until 202&nsure that it is aligned with agreed
actions arising from the Commission Review 2008 #rad both are aligned with the
next IUCN Strategy 2009-2020.

viii Synthesis of Findings and Recommendations
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PRIORITY ACTION 3 - Use the IUCN Strategy 2020 and the Action/BussnBlan
2009-2012 to develop an engagement process withrdraework Donors and potential
new donors at a high level. The purpose wouldoblayt out the longer term vision for
IUCN supported by clear business and operatiorsipto achieve the vision, and to
make the case for special funding to strengthenNdritical organizational systems
in the short term.

PRIORITY ACTION 4 - Start to implement the change management praoetse
secretariat in 2008 and use it to demonstrate tmlmees, Commissions and donors that
the leadership of IUCN is committed to change dnad thange is possible.

Finally, the review team is convinced that IUCN&uwe does not lie only in its past successes but
even more in its future potential. The world isifigcan escalation in the loss of biodiversity and
the increasingly unsustainable use of natural megsu IlUCN’s mission and work is even more
relevant today than when IUCN was founded nearlyddrs ago.
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1. Introduction

This report is volume 1 of the report of the IUCKt&rnal Review 2007. It presents a synthesis
of the main findings, conclusions and recommendatiaf the External Review. Volume 2 of the

External Review is the report of the review of IUSNMhembership. Together the two volumes
constitute the final report of the External Revi2®0D7.

Wageningen International and Mestor Associategljoimdertook the review from May 2007 to
January 2008.

1.1 Context for the Review

The context for this External Review 2007 is impattfor understanding and interpreting the
findings and recommendations. Four factors araqueatly significant.

One, the world is facing an escalation in the logsbiodiversity and the degradation of
ecosystems, with the problems compounded by clictzi@ge. The consequences for nature and
human wellbeing are dire. In such a context IUGIgrecisely the type of organization that must
be supported and strengthened by the internatioo@munity. The review team has heard
virtually universal endorsement for the ‘concefdtIldCN. The importance of the Union being
highly effective and efficient in working towards imission is more critical than it has ever been.

Two, the scale and complexity of environmental ddgtion mean that improvements in the
situation require holistic thinking and integrateghproaches. It is impossible to tackle
conservation challenges in isolation from the aiiveconomic, political and social forces. This
presents the Union with the enormous challengestdhe boundaries of its engagement broad
enough to be relevant and effective, but not sadrihat its focus is lost and its capacities are
overstretched.

Three, over the last decade and particularly olerlast Intersessional Period many reviews,
evaluations and strategies have been producedifih@turn to a common set of challenges and
problems for the Union. This Review also retuimsiany of the issues raised previously that are
generally well known and accepted across the Unilime Review notes the difficulty that IUCN
has in bringing about the strategic changes neéoledsolve these issues and considers that
IUCN has now reached a critical point. If consal#e revitalization is not achieved in the
coming Intercessional Period IUCN’s medium and kmigrm relevance and effectiveness will
be severely compromised.

1 Synthesis of Findings and Recommendations
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Four, IUCN has a very wide base of support, areexéty impressive record of achievements and
a generally highly dedicated set of members, comionis members and secretariat staff.
Important changes have occurred over recent yearshee new Director General has made clear
her commitment to enabling and supporting on opah @nstructive reform agenda. There is
every reason to believe that the conditions atet figr IUCN to reshape itself to better achieve its
undisputed potential as a unique organization dmiservation and sustainable development.

1.2 Scope and Objectives of the Review

IUCN and its core framework donors jointly commissithe external reviews with the main
purpose of improving the design and delivery of tHEN Programme. Framework donors also
use the reviews to obtain evidence on the valuenfomey that IUCN delivers with their support.
The review is intended to be forward looking anceamine a few topics in depth rather than
attempt to investigate the breadth of the entir€NJProgramme. It is timed to assist donors to
consider their future support to IUCN for the pdr009-2012 and to assist the Director General
and Council to develop future strategy and actwrtlie next Intersessional Period.

The three main topics selected by IUCN and the Eveonk Donors for the External Review
2007 are:

Objective 1 The value IUCN adds to its Memberstipalarly in the South (Volume 2)
Objective 2 Linking conservation to livelihoodsAfrica (Annex 1 to this volume)

Obijective 3 Closing the Policy-Practice Loop: with thematic focus on the Water
Programme and the Global Marine Programme (AnnixtRis volume)

In examining the three topics, the review team fified some common problems in the
governance and management of IUCN that are reduti@N’'s performance in each review
area. The review the team encountered widespreadenoo and frustration expressed by staff
about the functioning of the secretariat. At tleguest of the Director General and with the
agreement of the Framework Donors, the review tagmeed to also address some of the major
issues facing IUCN that cut across the three tapgas of the review. In hindsight the review
team believes that these broader organizationatéssshould have been in the original terms of
reference, for they lie at the heart of IUCN’s #pilto perform well as a membership
organization and to effectively deliver its program

These broader organizational issues are the foctigsosynthesis report. We see them as more
fundamental and difficult challenges for IUCN tlese impediments to IUCN'’s continued good
performance. If these challenges are not dealt,witilanges to strategies to deal with
membership, linking conservation to livelihoods andking the policy-practice loop work will
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meet with limited success. The review has hadddress the broader issues within the same
timeframe and resources provided for the originaterimited terms of reference. It should be

quite clear therefore that this review is NOT aml@pth management or organizational review. It
highlights some of the challenges as we see thethpaoposes some short-term actions to
address them.

1.3 Approach
The approach to the review has four important attargstics:

* It is designed and conducted to facilitate learniagd follow-up actions through
stakeholder feedback, facilitated workshops andmgpinteraction with [IUCN, especially
with the senior management and staff of the setaétand with donors. In this way,
review conclusions were tested before going forvaard emerging findings were able to
be incrementally incorporated into preparations tfar next Intersessional Period 2009-
2012;

» It seeks to provide a balance between an evideaseeb'accountability’ component to
review how IUCN has performed in certain areas, anfdrward-looking component to
provide input and ideas for future strategy;

« It built links and collected comparative data asrdbe three topic areas to provide
efficiencies in data collection and enabled findingr one component to inform the
analysis for the other two components;

» It includes a regional perspective in the reviewrtipularly from Africa by including
regional consultants in the international revievante The review team conducted
interviews for the review in the three official fuages of IUCN.

The field visits and meetings with project leadengmbers and staff gave us an opportunity to
see for ourselves a few examples of the excellewkvor which IUCN is rightly well known.
Despite the inevitable problems encountered indfiekits and data collection, the learning
approach built around stakeholder feedback appeaseg successful. Even before the final
report was written, the review has stimulated angeamanagement transformation process for
the secretariat led by the Director General andemasuraged donors to consider different ways
in which they can provide support to IUCN during thansition process.

The reporting structure for the review is as fokow/olume 1 provides the synthesis of the main
findings, conclusions and recommendations. Volutheprovides specific findings and
recommendations on membership not included in Veldm Volume 1 is complemented by
Annexes 1 and 2 which provide the background fadd¢h, analysis and discussion on review
objectives 2 (poverty and conservation) and 3 f{ftigkfield practice and policy). The main
findings, conclusions and recommendations fromehemexes have been fully integrated into
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Volume 1 of the Synthesis Report and are consideugglementary to the final report. Lists of
people and documents consulted are included inrwel@2 and Annexes 1 and 2 and not in
Volume 1.

1.4 Methods

The structure of the review into three main arefisnquiry (Membership relations; linking
conservation to livelihoods in Africa; and closing the Policy-Practice loop) posed a special
methodological challenge to the review team - hovefficiently organize data collection and
analysis and how to optimize synergies acrosstiteetlines of inquiry to support overarching
conclusions. The methods used for the review ol ¢lae three objectives are described in detalil
in elsewhere (volume 2 and Annexes 1-2 of volume They were discussed with the Review
Steering Committee before fieldwork began.

The main investment in fieldwork was for the revié®am to visit three regions in Africa
(BRAO, EARO and ROSA) between July and Septemb@7 2@/hile the main focus of the field
missions was on Objective Rinking conservation to livelihoods in Africa, the questions posed in
interviews, stakeholder meetings and documentangwecovered the other two objective areas
on IUCN’s member relations and policy work. A spisheet was developed to capture project
characteristics for C and D category projects mttiree regions with respect to all three of the
evaluation objectives for the five-year period 2®6. For objective 2 the projects were
examined to identify those withxplicit poverty reduction targets and those withunintended
poverty reduction outcomes.

Twelve case studies were selected across the thgéens of IUCN projects in Africa that are
seen as representative of “the IUCN way of doirigg$l’. They were the focus of interviews
with [JUCN members and Commissions, secretariaf atad others, field visits, literature searches
and data analysis. The case studies are neitltpth project reviews nor a truly representative
sample of project work in Africa. Rather they reqmat an entry point to assess IUCN's
engagement with members and partners, to estinh@estcope of IUCN's activities to link
poverty reduction and conservation and to see whhty outcomes were achieved. Details on
the case studies in Africa are given in volume 3.

For the review component on [IUCN membership, thenmmethods used were interviews with 85
representatives of 76 IUCN members to obtain timgiividual views and experience; analysis of
the results of the 200@lobal Survey of IUCN Members to provide a broader picture of member
involvement in IUCN, and cross-checking the findingrough documentation and an additional
56 interviews with 24 partners, and 59 key peopithiov IUCN, including Council members,
Commission Chairs and secretariat staff. In &9 fpeople were interviewed on membership.

4 Synthesis of Findings and Recommendations



Report of the External Review of IUCN 2007 Volume 1

To analyse the links between practice and polieyrdview team examined the portfolio of work
of the Water and Global Marine Programmes, stuttese links in specific projects and had
broad ranging discussions with key informants enghblicy-practice link in JIUCN

1.5 Constraints to the Review

The terms of reference for this review, as notedhleyreview team in its original proposal, were
ambitious relative to the time frame and resourcéss discussed above, during the review
process the terms of reference were even furtlteadened at the request of the Director General
to take on a number of governance and secretagabgement issues. With the encouragement
of the Review Steering Committee, the review teamsciously took the position that a broader
review that linked together a number of cross ogttissues for the Union would be of
considerably more value than a narrow interpratatibthe original terms of references. This
means that not all dimensions of the review haveego the depth of data gathering that may
have been ideal. The review team has been fomesbrine areas to provide its professional
assessment based on limited data. However itlnesys carefully checked its conclusions from
multiple sources and does not believe there am@samhere it has risked unfounded conclusions
on the overall picture. It does mean though thamay well have missed and not fully
documented exceptions, positive and negative gmtterall conclusions.

The timing of initiating the review meant that thettime the team was ready for field work, the

July August summer break was upon us. For ondefrégions and many of the people we
needed to interview it was not possible to engaigle them until after the summer period. This

then meant the final writing period fell in the @tmas and New Year period. This meant some
minor delays in what might have been ideal delivdages for the conclusions and the final

reports.

During the period of the review the Regions in &driwere in a process of being restructured as
well as having to respond to the internal proces$es#tuation analysis and programme planning.
This created some considerable constraints in #paaity of the regions to engage with and
support the review. This was particularly the caseterms of gathering, collating and
synthesizing information that could have informduk treview. It also appeared that the
importance of the review and expectations for suppbthe review team were not always clear
to regional management and staff. As will be fartelaborated in the report, weak monitoring
and evaluation and knowledge management systemshatapered the review team’s ability to
quickly and easily access relevant information.
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2. Initial Observations

2.1 IUCN is highly valued

The review team heard virtually universal endorsanfer the concept of IUCN as a highly
valued organization with a unique and probablypiaeeable governance structure that gives
IUCN international credibility and authority. Défp the lively debate within IUCN that
surrounds its increasing concern with the social aconomic drivers of loss of biodiversity,
about 98% of IUCN members find that IUCN’s missiertlear to them and is well aligned with
their own organizational mission and objectives

In our interviews with members, partners, donord ataff the most important message from
IUCN's stakeholders was that IUCN is unique andugdl If there are problems — and
stakeholders were quick to recognize that therepesblems facing IUCN - they must be fixed
because most observers agree that another organizeith IJUCN'’s unique characteristics and
60-year track record of leadership and influendemneiver be createde novo in today’s world.

IUCN'’s value does not lie only in its past succeskat even more in its future potential. The
world is facing an escalation in the loss of bi@dsity and the increasingly unsustainable use of
natural resources. IUCN’s mission and work is emere relevant today than when IUCN was
founded.

2.2 Some highlights of IUCN’s work

This Review examined only a small sample of IUCXesy wide scope of work. Nevertheless,
we found numerous and impressive examples of aehients and innovative initiatives. These
range from the impacts of specific field projecisat wide range of activities aimed at strategic
influencing and the creation and dissemination rofirapressive science base on conservation
issues. The scope, analytical depth and linkagesageographic scales and analytical depth of
much of IUCN'’s work are impressive. As has beeteddy the External Review 2003, that
IUCN achieves so much with such modest resourdesitiself a considerable achievement.

Evidence from programme activities and from themgieand experience of IUCN’s members,
partners and donors show that there is no doubtthigaorganization has overall a very sound
track record. As this Review will show, the cuttréssues for the Union are not about a lack of

! Global Survey of IUCN Members, September 2007ufédL, p. 19.
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valuable work and achievements. Rather, they boaitahow to value add to and capitalize on
this work in ways that harness the full strengtithef Union.

Some of the highlights noted by the review andteeldo its terms of reference include:

Scope and engagement of global programmed§ he Global Marine and Water Programmes are
both undertaking a diverse range of initiativeswell targeted at priority issues working from
local to global levels. They are very well netwedkin their field and are working creatively to
combine knowledge products, tools kits, capacityetlgoment and influencing work in ways to
effect structural change. Both programmes are ingrilbeit in different ways and with varying
successes to improve the linkages between regraoril and global work. The review found the
work and the staff of the programmes generally lyighgarded by those outside IUCN. Both
programmes have been very successful in securimgrggmme funding. The review also noted
the very positive external review of the Forest Smation Programme.

Projects: While partly problematic, as this review will dam, IUCN does have a rich portfolio
of projects at all scales doing much valuable, yative and critical work. For example, through
this work, wetland management in Uganda has be@sformed; pro-poor and sustainable use of
natural products is being stimulated in SoutherricAf equitable and ecologically sound use of
water is being planned in the Pangani Basin Taazand the Volta River in Burkina and Ghana.
In the Saloum Delta Biosphere Reserve and Mt El§onest, integrated conservation and
development programmes are underway which work nipraove the overall institutional
frameworks for management and also seek sustaitigblinood options for local people. The
PRCM coastal zone project in West Africa illustsatdCN’s capacity to be part of a large scale
multi-party initiative that links development andnservation.

Convening Members, partners and supporters would likeeols)CN do more convening. This
demand is, to a significant extent, clearly a resgoto its capacity and success in this area.
While best known for its international role the imwv found good examples of IUCN playing a
convening role at regional and national levelsm&8a@xamples of convening, at all scales, noted
by the review are; the Global Marine Programme’sknan bottom trawling in the high seas; the
Water Programme’s sessions on environmental flogardzed during the World Water Forums;
Ministerial and transboundary dialogues held fa tinplementation of the Water and Nature
Initiative projects in various parts of the worttle parliamentarians initiative in Senegal; and the
Directors of Conservation meetings in East Africa.

Tools and resources IUCN is becoming increasingly active in produgipractical tools and
resources for conservation management, often linkigldl livelihood improvement objectives,
and then coupling these with capacity developmetitities. IUCN’s web-site provides access to
more than forty such tools. Some examples inclidanaging Marine Protected Areas: A
Toolkit for the Western Indian Ocean; Flow - Theseéntials of Environmental Flows; Change —
Adaptation of Water Resources Management to Clitdtange; The Handbook for Corporate
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Action; Analytic Framework for Assessing Factorattinfluence Sustainability of Uses of Wild
Living Natural Resources.

New Programme Approaches The IUCN secretariat has begun to develop &sef broad
initiatives that link regional and national projeatto an overall globally coordinated programme.
This model seems to offer many more opportunit@seffective learning and linking across
scales and for a great focus on priority themeke feview has been impressed by what it has
seen of the Water and Nature Initiative and ofititentions for the Livelihoods and landscapes
Programme.

Documentation [IUCN continues to produce a wide variety of poétions that are generally
much appreciated by their audiences. The effdrteeoGlobal Marine Programme in this regard
were particularly noteworthy.

Innovation: The review team undertook several hundred indgrgiand meetings with members,
commission members and secretariat staff. It cooldhelp but be impressed by the richness of
ideas for innovation in regard to changing the @dd achieve conservation and in regard to
strengthening IUCN. The enormous human potentiakbich IUCN can draw is unquestionably
a key asset.

2.3 Inadequate response to identified problems

A common observation made by reviewers is thatiffigsl and recommendations made by earlier
reviews of IUCN are not adequately responded tbusTthey are doomed to repetition from one

review to another. This is true for the last EmtdrReview 2003, the Knowledge Management

Study 2004 and other reviews, many of whose finslimmgd recommendations are repeated in this
review.

A review of the implementation status of the recandations of the last External Review 2003
shows that while actions have been taken, mamhefréecommendations have not been fully
implemented within this Intersessional Period 2@088? Indeed some have been moved
forward into the next Intersessional Period 20092€fbr implementation. Interim actions have
been taken, such a new knowledge management strat@d&E strategy prepared, but they fall
short of what was actually recommended. The implgation matrix largely reports on
management responses that are intermediguyts than on the achievements of tbatcomes
recommended by the External Review 2003. Givenighiiation it is not surprising that IUCN's
weaknesses in 1994 are almost the same as thosd fputhis review in 2007 (Table 3 in
volume 2).

2 Matrix of implementation status in September 20 7External Review 2003 provided by Global PrognaenUnit
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Why do reviews of IUCN find the same problems agewers have before them? Are the
problems themselves intractable? Is IUCN weak Es@ing organization? Is it a problem of
lack of resources? Is it a matter of leadershig lack of consensus on the way forward?

It is true that the problems are difficult and theisolution requires resources that are not ajread
budgeted. But with a reordering of priorities, q@xes can and should be shifted to make
progress on problems that have been repeatedlyifiddn(and accepted by management) as
major impediments to performance. Monitoring amdleation reporting is still weak in IUCN
which reduces its effectiveness as a learning azgtion. But the underlying problem appears to
have been one of weak systems for assuring govegnand management accountability.
Council has not required clear and regular redoots management on the follow-up to the main
organizational reviews required by the statutesdorbrs. Senior management has not required
timely reports on the follow-up, nor ensured thatatever resources are needed are provided for
in the secretariat budget and work-plans. Wenstlirn to these questions in sections 4 and 5.

There are major costs to IUCN of failing to actresommended changes. The main cost is not
that IUCN is investing in reviews that will identiproblems that are already well known. 1t is
not that IUCN is falling behind other organizatioimssome key areas, although both are real
costs. It is that IUCN stakeholders - includingu@al members, members, and staff - get
discouraged when they see too little change to dgmeidely known and long-standing
problems, for some of which IUCN already has sgiag® in place. It is in this context that the
leadership of the Director General for strengthgrldCN and initiating a change management
process for the Secretariat as well as her commitiiemaking necessary changes, that are so
important® Among the positive changes proposed are strengthef the support provided to
members and Commissions from the secretariat, gitrening the support for learning and
leadership, and more support to governance.

8 Julia Marton-Lefevre, 2007, Strengthening IUCNcB®ns and Recommendations on Organizational Ghaiy
May 2007.

9 Synthesis of Findings and Recommendations



Report of the External Review of IUCN 2007 Volume 1

3. Main Findings for Three Objectives of
Review

This section presents the findings and a summanrgdch of the three review objectives. Full
details can be found in volume 2 of the Externali®e for Objective 1 on Membership and in
Annexes 1-2 of this volume of the report for theesttwo objectives.

3.1 Objective 1: Strategic involvement of members

The review of members’ engagement in the work o€MNJfound that members are very
supportive of the mission of IUCN and share a commderstanding of the value of IUCN to
its members. But many members are frustrated WI®N. They want to be more involved in
programme and policy. They want a stronger IUCBkpnce in their countries. They want the
knowledge produced by IUCN to be more accessibietaplay a larger role in the generation of
that knowledge. In short, the good news is thajaneral members want to be more engaged in
the work of IUCN. The bad news is that IUCN susfdrom systemic weaknesses in its
organization that inhibits members who wish to b@erinformed and engaged to become so. It
has also followed a number of policies and strategiections over the past decade with respect
to membership and open access to information #enhdo be taking IUCN farther away from its
main statutory purposes as a membership organizatio

Table 3.1 shows a summary of the main findings hef teview of IUCN'’s relations with
members. A full discussion of each finding is give volume 2.

Table 3.1 Main review findings on IUCN Members

1 Members strongly support the present formulatibthe IUCN Mission that links conservation apd
the sustainable and equitable use of natural reseur However, any further shift towards a
sustainable development focus, if it is seen tatlibe expense of being a leading voice for Nagire
likely to lose some support among the current mestiye.

2 National and Regional Committees could potentialdy a stronger role as platforms to connect pnd
engage members, and to extend IUCN'’s policy infheesit national and regional levels.
3 IUCN must develop better mechanisms to achiesdoéimefits of having Commissions and Members

in the same Union

4 There is a gap between IUCN’s strategic inteistiand member expectations on the one hand and
secretariat capacities and priorities on the other.

5 Members have different priorities from thoseeetiéd in the secretariat.
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6 Organizational systems and operational procedurgkinwthe Secretariat need to change
“membership engagement is everyone’s business”

7 Members look to IUCN for networking so IUCN shdgitrengthen its capacity to support members
to work together and with the Commissions

8 IUCN publications are highly appreciated by mematand their value could be further increased.

9 Most members are only marginally involved in thiCN Programme, and do not see it as driyen
and “owned” by members.

10 | The gap between member profile and programmadisning. The 2009-2012 Programme requires
more expertise in areas that do not match theahdlinterest profiles of the majority of members

11 | Some members are critical of the way the setaétdelivers the Programme citing competition wjith
members and working outside of its technical expert

12 | Members want to be able to play a larger rol®JI@N policy setting than they currently do.

13 | Members look to IUCN for support in policy work

14 | The three core elements in IUCN's value propmsitto members are: networking, IUCN's
convening power, and governmental and non-govertahemembers sharing the same platforms
from local to global levels.

15 | Many of IUCN’s strengths and weaknesses areséimee in 2007 as in 1994 with organizatiopal
weaknesses deepening.

16 | IUCN can do better to support good managemeits partnerships and alliances

17 | The Membership Strategy 2005-2008 has not beste roperational with specific objectives and
performance measures. For the most part it haba®t implemented, and with the exception of|the
IUCN Member Survey, little effort has been madeneasure results.

18 | The membership strategy and recruitment andnhtiete guidelines need revision based on a
rethinking of IUCN’s membership policy as an intglgpart of IUCN’s strategy for the future of tTe
Union.

If one were to roughly group the 18 findings aca@agdo their main causal factors, about half are
related to the way the Union functions, includitgystructure and policies; and half are related to
the way the secretariat functions.

At the level of the Union, the most difficult chedige (and the area of greatest opportunity) is
how to achieve better synergies between the wotheofCommissions, the secretariat and that of
members so that the Union really works as a Unidhe review found that the communication
and operational links between Commissions and mesrdmild be strengthened to optimize the
value-added of having both in the Union. It woblel worth exploring how to further embed
information and network contacts from Commissiond &he secretariat into the organizational
fabric of member organizations. At present, thencmnication links are too dependent on
individuals who may not be effective network nodeinformation brokers. When they leave the
member organizations, the links are broken. Rsigrisis more likely and even without the
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actual loss of a member, opportunities are missededch more people within the member
organization.

In terms of its thematic focus, IUCN has to movatimasly on any further shift in the mission or
it may lose the support of some key constituenaimmeng the membership. This also applies to
the thematic areas for the Programme 2009-201;hmMmembers see as largely driven by the
secretariat and which appear to be moving IUCNh&raway from the thematic interests and
capacities of the membership. This raises impbrthallenges for IUCN — how to engage with
more of its members in delivering the new Programnthould the membership profile be
changed to better match the Programme? If so,damwthe current closed system for admitting
new members lead to changes in the make-up of gmbmrship that are fast or comprehensive
enough to reflect the evolution in IUCN’s prograntnét is not clear how IUCN can reconcile
the two objectives of working more with members detivering the new programme.

Another policy question at the level of the Uniehow IUCN positions itself to be a global
player. The review found that members value highCN’s ability to provide them with
platforms on which to debate policy positions aegtadop policy instruments that are technically
well grounded. In general, members want the sadattto do fewer field projects in the regions
and focus more on technical and facilitation warlstipport policy implementation. That IUCN
is capable of excellent work in policy facilitatias shown in the Forest Law Enforcement and
Governance (FLEG) work in Ghana and Sri Lanka.

The emphasis in the recent past has been on thenatgand country offices as the main
instruments for IUCN’s decentralized presence. lé&/hiembers appreciate the support of the
regional offices, they believe that membership cdtteim structures have been neglected. There
are issues of accountability and performance teatlraddressing but IUCN could better use and
strengthen its National and Regional Committees.

The balance between secretariat effort in devetpphCN'’s positions in international arenas
such as the MEAs and supporting member countriesdtpt appropriate policies within their
own jurisdictions is another area worth further reisation. While important and valued for
IUCN'’s visibility and positioning, the internationpolicy work is seen as a top-down approach
led from the secretariat with limited input from migers and Commissions. Strengthening policy
debate through IUCN platforms at national and negidevels could allow more members to
have input to IUCN positions on international pglicMore importantly it would likely ensure a
more supportive environment for IUCN positions whigamed into national and regional
policies.

The majority of the findings lead to recommendadidor changes in the management and
functioning of the secretariat. The most discoung@nes relate to improving the ICT backbone
of IUCN and the knowledge management systems aridigsy which together restrict the
availability of information to members and to Comsgion members.
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The findings on knowledge management are discongagecause the problems were clearly
identified in 2003; were followed up by a good asé& in the knowledge management studying
2004 and developed into a clear strategy in 2aDéspite strong effort by the Global Operations
team, knowledge management in I[UCN is as much Hedlge today as it was five years ago.
IUCN is still behind other organizations in its I®@&ckbone and in its management information
system including the quality of its databases — dmample those on IUCN members and
Commission members. The efforts of the MIS Initiatare to be commended but they need more
support and more resources to jump-start someeoitprovements needed. IUCN also needs to
consider its policies on access to information Bndwledge management as described in the
Knowledge Management Strategy 2005. The leademshif)CN and the Framework Donors
should recognize the problems with IUCN’s managenieformation system and knowledge
management for what they are — major roadblockd@N’s performance across the board — that
can and should be solved as a matter of priority.

Other review findings relate to the organizatiord amanagement of the secretariat. These
problems were identified in the review with respgcimembership but they are more systemic
and affect how the secretariat functions in refatto Commissions, and in delivering the
Programme. Many problems result from a rapid ghointthe size of IUCN, particularly in the
secretariat. Organizational growth combined widitehtralization and regionalization needs to
be combined with equally vigorous development ofjamization-wide systems to support
communication, collaboration, human resources mamagt, reporting requirements and
delegated accountability. In [UCN, this does nutear to have happened - yet.

The change management process being led by thet@ir&eneral in 2008 is an important
initiative to reverse some of the performance issiimat this review and others have observed
within the secretariat. The change managemeniativié should also include attention to
strengthening management accountability and reqpuiince it is failures in the management
accountability system that represent a significask for IUCN, and lie at the root of other
problems in communication and collaboration.

IUCN has largely failed to deliver the key resutts the Membership Strategy 2005-2008,
including increasing the engagement of memberkdénsork of IUCN. The review recommends
that a new Membership Strategy be developed foB- 2012 but not before the present policy
directions and rapid expansion of the membershit, anderlie the existing membership strategy
are reconsidered. IUCN needs a new policy framkvimr membership that is clearly mission
driven and considers where IUCN wants to be in seofmembership, partnerships and networks
20 or more years from now — in other words, whatdkof organization will IUCN be and how
will it do business? The targets for membershipngh in the current strategy were not only
unrealistic in the light of experience but are ®duestioned in terms of where they are taking
IUCN as a Union.

The recommendations arising from the review ofrtfe@nbership are listed in Appendix 2.
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3.2 Objective 2: Linking conservation to livelihoods
in Africa

For Objective 2 the review team assessed IUCN'gmarame delivery in building the case for
linking conservation to livelihoods in Africa. Theview examined the scope of work, its
relevance, the delivery of benefits for conservagod poverty reduction, how purposeful IUCN
is in designing projects that link poverty and amation, and how well it scales up and transfers
lessons.

A study of twelve projects across East, Southeth\&est Africa formed the basis of the review
for this objective. The projects were nominatedthsy IUCN regions as being representative of
their work in the conservation and poverty reducttidomain. The case studies were
complemented by interviews with donors, member&NUstaff and other key informants along

with a review of relevant documentation.

The review used the conceptual framework of thdadilium Ecosystem Assessment (MA) to
define the different dimensions of the link betweemservation and poverty. The determinants
of human wellbeing in the MA closely reflect thedicapitals of the livelihoods framework. As
will be further explained, the review team feltttltze analysis of IUCN’s work is also helped by
making a distinction betwedtirect poverty alleviation andimproving livelihood assets.

IUCN has a clear and well articulated position be telationship between conservation and
poverty alleviation and it places this central t® Wwork, which includes an explicit focus on
gender.

The twelve projects studied show that IUCN is exiagua diverse range of initiatives that all
have a very clear link between conservation andronipg people’s livelihood assets. These
include coastal zone projects where sustainalkeriss management is central; integrated forest
conservation and development projects; river basamagement projects; and project to support
the development of natural products and policyraated projects with clear livelihood benefits.
What is particularly notable is IUCN'’s focus onegosystem approach where ecosystem services
for people livelihoods are considered equally int@atr with or dependent upon conservation.

There is no doubt that the work being done by IU@Nsuch projects is making an important

contribution to sustaining the resource base orchvipeople depend for their livelihoods and

which if degraded will lead to greater poverty.isltalso clear that IUCN is adopting approaches
of working with people in a participatory way tlan empower then to sustainably manage their
own resources. IUCN is also strongly committeddaveloping systems of governance that

include rather than exclude the poor from decisi@king over natural resources.
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The case for the relevance and impact of IUCN’sgpiyvand conservation work can, at this stage
largely only be made on logical grounds. IUCN kase very little in its projects to clearly
analyse livelihood risks and potential benefitsriribs planned interventions. Further monitoring
and evaluation of the extent of poverty impactigély non-existent.

The case for IUCN’s impact on direct poverty aliion is more difficult. Direct poverty
alleviation is used here to mean income generadictivities or other means of improving
people’s financial situation, food security and egscto basic services. Certainly a significant
number of IUCN'’ projects have included componemtsdirect poverty alleviation. However,
again lack of monitoring and evaluation and thd latany attempt to collate information across
projects make a clear assessment of the scaleaadtial impact of this impossible. There are
certainly a series interesting and inspiring exa&spbf where this has happened. Not
withstanding this, the overall impression is tlgten the scale of poverty in the project areas,
the impact of IUCN’s interventions on direct (shtatm) poverty alleviation is unlikely to be
more than marginal at best.

While considerable awareness about gender issiedden created within [UCN over the last
decade, the direct impact of this on IUCN’s poveatyd conservation work is difficult to
determine. The are examples of explicit considmnadf gender. However, just as project design
could be improved to be more explicit about howegrtyw impacts will be achieved the same can
be said for gender. The review could see no ecielef systematic monitoring of the gender
dimension of IUCN'’s work and could find no attentptcollate and synthesise experiences and
lessons from the gender dimension of linking povartd conservation.

The review noted a considerable weakening in streablUCN's attention to poverty alleviation
in moving from broad policies and principles thrbutp project design and eventually to
monitoring and evaluation. IUCN'’s articulationtbfe conservation poverty link at the corporate
level is sound and impressive. The goals and tbgcof most projects set ambitious targets for
poverty alleviation. How this will be achievedrist so clearly laid out in the project design. In
implementation IUCN makes less use than it coulghatners with development specialisation
and it lacks the full range of expertise required éffectively implementing direct poverty
alleviation initiatives.  Finally, the monitoringnd evaluation of the poverty alleviation
dimensions of projects is largely non-existent.

An impressive array of publications is associatdth wnany of IUCN’s projects. The link
between conservation and poverty is often a cetiteathe and a point for learning lessons. What
is much less clear is how well insights from difer projects have been collated into an overall
synthesis of lessons learned that has relevangeotay influencing at various scales. It seems
that there is often more attention to the productibthe publication than to its follow up and use.
The review found the information available IUCN w&tes and in the Knowledge Network
fragmented, partial and hard to access.
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A critical question raised by the review is whehewd IUCN focus, given its value proposition,
to improve the linkages between conservation anepy alleviation. The view of many IUCN
members and secretariat staff, which is supporyethd review team, is that more attention could
be given to creating the enabling environment fmservation issues to be more integrated into
poverty alleviation and other development projecthis would require IUCN to be more active
at the national policy level, and to engage acyiweith development financing institutions and
implementing agencies. In the policy arena sed®relopment plans and poverty reduction
strategy plans are examples of potentially impanterints of engagement. However, this sort of
engagement would require a different funding madel a willingness by donors to fund IUCN
for strategic influencing work in place of the ant emphasis on field implementation. The
work with Parliamentarians in West Africa, the Rarlentarians’ visit to the Mt Elgon Project
and the directors of conservation meetings in Bdgta, together with projects such as the
Southern Africa Biodiversity Support Programme, good examples of what [IUCN could be
doing on a wider scale.

IUCN could potentially strengthen its conservatard poverty work by establishing more and
closer partnerships with development organisatiohisree benefits could arise from this. One,
strengthening the expertise needed for designiry ienplementing direct poverty alleviation
interventions. Two, it would achieve greater imgdipn of conservation issues into the work of
development organisations. Three, expanding tlperéence base on which to draw lessons
about conservation poverty links.

While recognising that IUCN is heavily funded thghuODA resources, the review considers that
donors should be realistic in their expectationdWEN. The implementation of large scale

direct poverty alleviation projects is clearly ragre business for IUCN, nor does it have the
expertise. Yet clearly the conservation issueeistral and fundamental to poverty alleviation.
The challenge for donors and IUCN is to ensurerigjiet niche, focus and set of partnerships to
optimise IUCN’s value added contribution to a simsthle livelihoods approach to poverty

alleviation.

In 2005 IUCN launched the Conservation for Pov&gduction Initiative (CPRI) which clearly
positions IUCN in relation to the Millennium Develment Goals. A target of USD 300 million
was established for this initiative. It is not alewhat progress has been made or if it is an
intention that is still to be acted on. The projpart of the web-site dealing with the initiative
remains under construction. However, the new lilields and landscapes and Mangroves for
the Future programmes respond to many of the issndsopportunities raised by this review.
These will be very important models for IUCN in theture, and deserve considerable
management support to ensure effective implememtati

Reflecting the CPRI, the 2009-2012 Programme setsan ambitious direction for IUCN in
relation to managing ecosystems for human wellbgihgmatic priority area 4). Many of the
issues raised in this review are reflected in trgRAMme, in particular a greater focus on policy
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influencing and the establishment of partnershijith \Wevelopment agencies. To achieve the
ambitions of the new programme, careful attentidhhave to be given to IUCN’s own expertise
in this area, particularly in the regional officed/hile IUCN is often adept at using the language
of development — rights based approaches, livetlhpparticipation, risk and vulnerability — it is
not so clear that the expertise always existsriothiese concepts into well designed interventions
and then to effectively implement them. This Wil an important challenge for IUCN to respond
to over the coming programme period.

Table 3.2 shows a summary of the main findingshef teview of linking conservation and
poverty alleviation. A full discussion of eachding is given in Annex 1 to this report.

Table 3.2 Main review findings on Linking Conservaion and Poverty Alleviation

1 IUCN has a strong and well articulated positiontbe link between conservation and poverty
reduction and working to achieve this link is cahtto the development of its programmes| in
Africa.

2 IUCN'’s activities linking poverty reduction anorservation in Africa are highly relevant to key

stakeholders (African governments, African civilcity, donor community, international
development community), especially so given thelkasing decline of natural resources and fthe
consequent negative impacts on people’s livelihassbts.

3 Poverty reduction in several or all of its dimens is included in most of the projects. HoweVer,
the level poverty analysis (including the gendenetision) in project design is generally low and
poverty alleviation assumptions and strategiesfiitsently well articulated.

4 The projects studied demonstrated IUCN’s potenfiget linking together its strategies of
knowledge, empowerment and governances to helpecegaenabling environment for livelihood
improvement

5 Most of IUCN’s field projects have a policy inflncing component and there have been notable

successes. However linking lessons across projesggons and scales to provide an overall
knowledge base for policy influencing remains fraegwed and generally weak.

6 Claims of positive impacts on poverty in anyitefdimensions (including gender), can most often
not be substantiated because of the - sometimespicoious - absence of M&E systems| at
programme level or insufficient M&E systems at puaij levels (no baselines, no impact
monitoring).

7 The current funding model obliges the Secretatiatgional and country levels to generate income
by implementing ODA projects for which it does raltvays have the necessary expertise jand
capacities. This model seems to discourage patipsrsvith development organisations, pushes
IUCN beyond its niche and jeopardises its reputatfor quality in analysis and projec
implementation.

8 Membership engagement in IUCN programme actwitie Africa, including Commission
members, is very limited. Members have been uniliead so far, especially in linking
conservation and development interventions.

9 Strategic partnerships with development-oriemMN&Ds that can fill gaps in IUCN competencies
are currently insufficiently explored.
10 IUCN makes good attempts at scaling up and aa&plig its project activities with some clear
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successes. However, limited resources and system&dyond’ project learning, knowledge
management and up-scaling clearly limit it's poirih this regard.

11 IUCN has been relatively successful in the tuStinal embedding of its biodiversity
conservation/livelihood interventions. However afiitial sustainability is less secure and projects
too often depend on follow-up funding that can loetguaranteed by IUCN, with a serious risk ffor
the sustainability of project results.

12 IUCN is contributes to conservation knowledgeeesally in repackaging information far
practitioners use. Laudable efforts are made taighent project experiences and lessons learnt
that are often considered excellent quality puliices for use by an international audience.

13 IUCN is less effective in internal learning. M&& programme and strategic levels is large
absent. Feedback into strategic programming isogtipral for a ‘learning organisation'.

y

3.3 Objective 3: Linking practice to policy

Objective three of the review investigated the q@glpractice loop in IUCN by looking at the
Global Marine and Water Programmes and at a sefigsojects in the Africa regions. The
intention was to build on the work of 2005 ReviefdldCN's Influence on Policy.

The review found tremendous interest from membgastners and secretariat staff around the
policy issue. There was a unanimous view thatcgdhfluencing is key to IUCN’s niche and
that IUCN has a unique role to play. At the sameetthere was much concern that for a complex
of reasons IUCN is not optimising its potential fmlicy influencing, particularly at the regional
and national scales. From what the review has aadrheard, there is much that could be done
to improve the policy-practice loop. The very sgdocus on policy in the results of the 2009-
2012 programme underscores the importance of gredaeity within IUCN on its policy
processes and how it can best utilise field expees.

The terms of reference for the review focused anlitik between field work and policy work at
different scales. However, in engaging with memkserd secretariat staff the review team was
constantly brought back to a broader set of issmgmcting on IUCN's overall approach to
policy influencing.

IUCN does have a rich and diverse array of ofteccessful policy influencing activities at all
scales, though more so at the international lggele Annex 2 for a fuller account). The central
guestion here is not whether valuable work is baloge - it is - but rather whether there is
sufficient coherence and focus given IUCN'’s valueppsition and limited resources. Another
central question is whether there should be abbttance between IUCN's attention to global
policy processes and its attention to policy preessat regional and national levels, and in
particular to those processes that lie outsideyahimpact on the conservation domain.

The review found ‘policy’ to be an ambiguous cortcegithin IUCN with no clear way of
delineating what for IUCN is policy work and whatnot. This issue is compounded by the fact
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that IUCN’'s only strategy on policy is focussed ity on international conventions and
agreements. Policy issues and processes wereywaddiessed in the regional situation analysis
documents for the two (new) Africa regions. Policfluencing is often mentioned in relation to
expected programme results, without any greatecifsgegion of what this means in practice.
When the term ‘policy influencing’ is used, gensrat is not clear if the focus is only on
government policy or on the policies of all actoisor is it clear whether what is being referred
to is just the establishment of a policy or the avidet of activities that create the conditions for
policy change and subsequently enable effectiveyainplementation, review and adaptation.
Further, the relationship between ‘policy’ and #doption of sustainable practices by different
actors in society is rarely made explicit.

The review recognises gender issues, along withymather specific issues, need to be

appropriately integrated into policy influencingppesses. While a specific analysis of gender in
policy influencing was not the focus of this revieilvwas noted that along with many other

critical social, cultural and political factorsttle attention seems to be given to the implication

of gender for strategic and policy influencing.

Consequently, the review concludes that policyuisficing needs to be placed and understood
within a wider context of strategic influencing —hat is expressed in IUCN’s mission as
‘influencing, encouraging and assisting societieStrategic influencing for IUCN involves at
least some combination of: gathering the scientifita to put issues on the agenda; bringing
issues to the attention of the media; developirfgrimation materials accessible to the wider
public; engaging with leaders in business goverrna@ad civil society; being active in policy
forums and multi-stakeholder dialogues; advocafimg specific policies; supporting specific
policy development in government, business and sitiety; developing tools, methodologies
and approaches for policy implementation; reviewiogv well all actors have lived up to their
conservation-related strategies and policies. Aewnterpretation of policy influencing could
include all these dimensions and would be synonymiith strategic influencing - and thus by
definition be largely inclusive of everything IUCHbes. The point is that there is currently
insufficient clarity how broadly or narrowly ‘pol¢is to be understood in [UCN.

Being driven partly by emerging thinking in theldief new institutional economics, institutional
analysis is becoming central to the understandirgpoial, economic and political change. Here
the term institution is used to refer to the fudk ®f cultural beliefs and attitudes, formal and
informal rules, organisational arrangements, amdcsires and processes for decision making
that shape the functioning of societies. Goverrinpaticy often fails because it fails to take
account of the wider institutional context. Theiesv found little explicit attention being given
to this important link between institutional anasyand policy.

The overarching message from the review for Objecsi is that IUCN's ‘policy’ work is being
undertaken in the absence of a sufficiently clead avell-understood overall conceptual
framework. This has enormous implications for iclgghe policy-practice loop, learning lessons
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from field projects, and the design of programmes projects and coherence across the Union. It
is too often not clear what is to be learned alvchat in order to influence what. This raises the
importance of giving more attention in IUCN to thieeories of change that underpin its
intervention strategies.

The review concludes that the entire assumptiorutabiee direct relevance between IUCN'’s
overall project portfolio and specific policy in@acing initiatives needs to be more closely
guestioned. The project portfolio, particularlytia regional level has often developed as a result
of donor interests and priorities for particulauntries and regions. Historically there has been
limited effort to identify and develop regional jgots that would directly support global policy
initiatives.  With initiatives such as Livelihoodmd landscapes and the Water and Nature
Initiative this is now beginning to change. Furthie assumption that the information needed
for policy influencing could or should come predoamtly from IUCN'’s field projects seems
very questionable. Clearly there is a much widet of experiences that IUCN should
presumably be drawing on in building its resouffoestrategic influencing.

From members and secretariat staff there was waleonsensus that IUCN could be taking a
stronger role in policy/strategic influencing atinoaal and regional scales and that at these scales
its convening function was being underutilised. ufFmain reasons for this were commonly
expressed. One, there is a lack of resourcesdimgadhis work. Two, the portfolio of projects
remains too focused on field implementation atdlkpense of strategic influencing. Three, the
secretariat has an inadequate skill set to fullypsut a more substantial programme of strategic
influencing work. Four, there is insufficient engagent between members, national committees
and the secretariat on strategic influencing issues

Weak monitoring and evaluation and knowledge mamage systems were universally
recognised as a constraint to effectively learrfimgn projects and being able to widely share
lessons. This is not simply in terms of the ICTHi@ne and the weak management information
system, although both are certainly an issue. eRathis the lack of the human organization
systems, and the resources to support them, tg Ip@ople from across the Union together to
reflect on experiences, establish learning ageratas to jointly undertake action-learning
initiatives. For example, the review team wasditriy how infrequently staff from the different
global programmes meet to discuss matters of cotitahcut across programmes.

IUCN has an enormously rich diversity of policy astdhtegic influencing experiences, successes
and failures from local to global levels acrosstalprogramme areas. There are also enormously
high expectations for IUCN to be a major playeh#lping to shape a sustainable future. The
dynamics between government, business and civiesom a rapidly changing and globalised
world are becoming ever more complex. The chablefay IUCN is to bring an ever higher
degree of rigor and focus to its strategic infliegdnterventions. To achieve this its internal
learning systems will need considerable investraedtstrengthening

20 Synthesis of Findings and Recommendations



Report of the External Review of IUCN 2007 Volume 1

Table 3.3 shows a summary of the main findingshefreview of linking policy between scales.
A full discussion of each finding is given in Annax

Table 3.3 Main review findings on Linking Policy Béween Scales

The scope of what is meant by the term ‘polidiuencing’ is not sufficiently well defined withimn

IUCN. When being used it is not always clear ifefers to - global policy processes or processes

at all scales - government policy or the polici€albactors — just the establishment of a policyag
full cycle of problem identification, developmentplementation and review.

As illustrated by the Global Marine and WaterdPaomnmes, IUCN is involved in a very diverse

range of policy influencing processes from localgtobal levels that are highly relevant to the
conservation agenda. While not always well docuettinr collated anecdotal evidence indicdtes

many SUcCCesses.

Individual staff members within the global progiraes studied are extremely articulate about their

approach, focus and rationale for policy influegciwork in their area. However this valuabl

e

information is hardly documented and essentiallpassible to access without in-depth persgnal

engagement.

With the exception of input into global convensp IUCN'’s policy work across the differen

thematic and regional programmes is essentiallgnfiented and individually-driven with no

t

overall framework on policy influencing, and relagiy little sharing and lesson learning across

programmes.

The case for relevance, at a general level,aritik between much of IUCN’s field work and its

policy work (and visa versa) can in general termsriade. However this seems, in hindsight, a less

important question than that of clarity of focuslatrategy which is far less clear.

With a few notable exceptions, it is not cleaattbverall and collectively IUCN'’s field projec

n

play a critical role in contributing to IUCN’s polf influencing. Rather, it seems that experiences
from IUCN'’s own projects form a relatively smallrpaf the total ‘package’ that enables effective

policy influencing. (This finding excludes specifiwlicy work that is an in-built objective of
project itself.)

IUCN's field projects do clearly contribute todng most secretariat staff in touch with fie
realities and examples, which is important for dsiity and clear communication of conservatip
issues.

From the field projects studied it seems thajgats have most influence on policies directlyhat it

[}

d
n

scale of the project or within the country. Therdess evidence of lessons being learned frgm a
series of projects across different countries dreh tthe collective lessons being systematically

applied to a particular policy issue at high scaled in different locations.

Informative publications are often produced frpmojects. However, such publications have

a

history of being quite delayed, and not always labie on the web-site and there are rarely

deliberate strategies for supporting lessons-lebtode taken up in relevant policy processes.

10

Up to this point there is little evidence tHdCIN has designed either its projects or its prognas

to be purposeful in linking field practice with ppy and visa versa. (This finding excludes specific

policy work that is an in-built objective of a pegt itself.) However, the more recent Water
Nature Initiative and Landscape and LivelihoodsgPammes are giving very focused attentioI
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this issue and offer a promising model for the faitu

11

IUCN has not given sufficient attention to drnagviessons from the experiences of projects b
implemented by other organisations that would beodtie experience base considerably.

ping

12

At the national and regional levels IUCN is iffisiently engaged in policy/ strategic influencing

activities and lacks sufficient resources and ciipado do so.

13

The weaknesses of IUCN’s knowledge managemetérsig and procedures is a severe handicap

to any rigorous process of capturing, synthesiaimg) utilising lessons from a series of projects
policy influencing.

for
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4. The Major Challenges Facing IUCN

Despite IUCN's valued role and its strong trackorelcof achievements it is currently facing a
number of serious issues that impact on its perdiogg, its capacity to meet expectations and its
future viability. The main challenges for the Umiare:

« Growth and decentralization — The growth of the Union, particularly the ragjobwth
and decentralization of the secretariat has lechrmblems in communication across
functional units and regional offices. A smallerganization can rely on informal
networking and still function quite well but an argzation that operates from more than
60 locations and has more than 1000 staff needsigstorganization-wide systems and
processes. These include clear accountability foy does what and who informs whom.

* IUCN’s governance structure — everyone agrees that IUCN is a unique member
organization. Although it is needed now more tleaer, it is very unlikely that its bi-
cameral governance structure could be created totayvever, the relationships between
its constituent parts - the membership, Commissiamd secretariat — are suboptimal.
IUCN continues to operate without effectively enigggits membership. The Union needs
to be once again more than the sum of its parts;

» Lack of sufficient focus on its ‘value-added’ stragégic influencing role particularly at
national and regional scales. In this context, Watie of IUCN’'s large and diverse
portfolio of projects to its overall mission reqgsrcloser scrutiny.

* Resources- It is remarkable what IUCN has achieved withrésources available to it but
IUCN'’s current financial model is weak and unsusdbie. It severely limits how well
IUCN can respond to the many demands on the Umipidllaboration and action. At the
heart of IUCN'’s current difficulties is a lack oésources for, and investment in, core
organizational capacities to make it more efficiantd a project funding model with high
transaction costs that reduces IUCN’s ability tabst-effective;

» External competition — IUCN lacks some of the fundamental tools and ei®tb remain
competitive in a rapidly changing external envir@mn To some extent it needs to
reinvent itself to retain its leadership as thecedior Nature and sustainable use of natural
resources;

» Secretariat — the secretariat has grown exponentially durirg) ri¢gionalization and
decentralization without adequately changing it® arganizational model or management
processes. Now it needs to change to serve alirgddJnion.

23 Synthesis of Findings and Recommendations



Report of the External Review of IUCN 2007 Volume 1

4.1 Governance of the Union

Over the last decade, studies and reviews havdifigenthe governance of IUCN as a major

challenge to IUCN being able to capitalize on itsque combination of member organizations

and networks of experts in the Commissions supgddrtea professional secretariat. They have
repeatedly called for improvements in accountabiind transparency in governance of the
Union* Council appointed a Governance Task Force in 200&spond to these concerns and to
work towards a stronger governance system andtsteuto enable the Union to work together

more optimally in the future. The Governance Teskce has been consulting with members and
partners and presenting options to Council for psegl governance reforms.

The Governance Task Force established benchmaricipies and objectives for IUCN'’s
governance. The objectives are

« Provide leadership and vision for the Union;

« Ensure scientific excellence and reputation;

» Ensure functional clarity among components of IUCN;

» Ensure strategic decision making to lead the Union;

» Ensure representation in the governance of therUoioeflect diversity;
« Involve IUCN membership in the governance of theddnand

» Sustain volunteerism

One of the specific areas of work for the Govermantask Force 2001-2004 was the
effectiveness of the IUCN Council as an oversigit atrategic body to guide the Union. While
reforms to the operations of Council were adoptetha WCC in 2004, this review has raised
concerns about the effectiveness of Council as \arsmght body and in providing strategic

leadership for the Union. An important role for @ail is to provide both support to management
and to ensure adequate oversight of management.

The concerns are at several levels:

» Council does not appear to be giving sufficientmtibn to some of the key strategies that
will affect the longer-term character of the Uniand the performance of IUCN. One of
these is the Membership Strategy 2005-2008, whichudles targets for membership
expansion that have significant implications foe fhiture development and positioning of
the Union. It has been noted that much of the tohéhe Membership Committee of
Council is taken up with the approval process fafividual members at the expense of
strategic policy discussions.

4 The Mayr report on the Functions of Council (1938 Sandbrook report to Council (2000); the EndéReviews
1999 and 2003, and the Review of Commissions 2000

® Report of the IUCN Council on Governance Reformg Broposed Amendments to the Statutes and Rules of
Procedure, World Conservation Congress, 17-25 Nbeer2004, Bangkok
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» Council is not requiring management to provide Kied of reporting on progress in
implementing strategies and follow-up to recommdéioda by reviews that it needs to
carry out its oversight function. This includes tbllow-up to the External Review 2003 —
many of whose recommendations are repeated hemuseof inadequate follow-up.
Council receives a large amount of documentatiomfthe secretariat and it does not need
more, but it probably needs different reportinghedp Council members to focus on those
areas where oversight is most needed. An effeaoemuntability framework for IUCN
must start at the top — that is, at Council andosenanagement level.

» Strategic leadership is needed from Council nowentban ever. IUCN is facing serious
challenges and is responding with new strategitiathies in different areas and
transformation processes, in the Commissions arttldrsecretariat. A new Strategy for
the Union is being developed. Strategic oversightCouncil is essential to ensure that
these various strategic initiatives are mutuallpsistent and supportive and in line with
Council’s vision.

» There are cracks in the Union. They produce diffies in coordination, competition over
resources and poor communication across and witld@rthree pillars. One of the most
fundamental and exciting challenges facing IUCKeikinking how to revitalize the Union
in a world of globalization, new forms of socialtwerking, and competing demands on
the resources which are the lifeblood of IUCN —wméers, networks, highly professional
staff, the attention of governments, and the resmucontributed by members and donors.
Council needs to understand the changes in thenaktand internal environments of
IUCN and provide leadership to the Union.

What is reasonable to expect from a governing bibdy is composed of volunteer Council
members that comes together infrequently and cabeaxpected to know the Programme or
organization in detail? What does IUCN need imtpf oversight and leadership from Council
as it goes forward? Council needs to considenédfd is a gap between governance supply and
demand and if so, how it might be bridged. Thdewvhas suggested Task Forces of Council
that might include Council members, staff and a#&sxperts. The important issue to resolve is
how to ensure that the Union has the strong gowemthat most observers say it clearly needs.

4.2 Changing external environment

IUCN is operating in a fast-moving environment, noty with respect to the escalating scale and
complexity of environmental changes but in the oiggional environment in which [IUCN does

its work. If the work to be done is ever more urgend challenging, so too is the need for IUCN
to be able to evolve and adapt itself to changingumstances. And most observers inside and
outside of IUCN see the Union as too unwieldy txlén new directions and slow to change even
when change is widely recognized as needed. Otieohain reasons is that IUCN has grown to
be very large in its organizational membership,ittn Commissions of volunteers and in its
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professional staff. Other organizations have eggbtg fill the niche that IUCN might have filled
earlier in its history — they are more focused, enadaptive and more cohesive. They can make
decisions and produce results more quickly. Sohtleese organizations are members of IUCN.

The resources on which IUCN depends — financiapsttphuman talent (salaried and volunteer)
and the attention of its target audiences — areiraldemand from other organizations.
Competition for all resources is getting fiercedas leading many organizations to experiment
with new partnerships and strategic alliances, uiticlg different types of public-private-
arrangements — sometimes as an alternative strédegpganizational growth. That is not to say
that IUCN is not having success in developing newirerships — it is. But its structure and size,
combined with poor operational systems for commativen and collaboration make it less
competitive than others in using partnershipsdaificantly extend its reach.

IUCN is a global organization but is still more tratized in its administrative functions than it
needs to be. Other organizations have used a brvecdhational presence to locate central
functions like ICT, publishing and libraries whehey are most cost-effective, which today can
be outside of their headquarters. IUCN is alscaenhierarchical organization than many others:
for example, in its admission of volunteer expémte its Commissions, which is still top-down,
and in its policies and operations with respecdocess to knowledge. A particular challenge that
IUCN faces is to bring in more social science aadetopment expertise within its ranks. How
will it attract the leading thinkers and practiteza in these areas unless it is able to provide a
stimulating intellectual environment for them tondn — which means more open access and
knowledge sharing (as well as letting them into gineund floor of concept development and
problem definition). In the external environment knowledge organizations, command and
control approaches are seen as less competitivéikamg to result in weaker performance in the
long run. They are being challenged by more opehdemocratic means of networking, peer-
review and creativity.

Lastly, IUCN is facing more competition in terms itd knowledge products. It still produces

many of high quality that are widely appreciated paorer quality outputs are also part of the
mix. [IUCN lacks an adequate peer review systenssur@ consistency of output quality across
all its products. Some important IUCN productsellkCOLEX suffer from a lack of investment

that would allow them to compete against betted&th competitors. Where competitors can
focus on a fewer number of high quality outputsCNJ seemed to be mired in too many
“product-lines” to bring all successfully to itsdiances and target markets.

The donor environment has also changed signifigantithe last decade. There is much more
demand from donors to demonstrate impact and tee hawdence of clear results. Many
development assistance donors have decentralizédregionalized their own organizational
structures so that funding decisions are made rfnegeiently from in regions. This combined
with the donor agreements in the Paris Declaraitosupport developing country governments
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through central budget support reinforces the tyetiliat accessing development funding is much
more complicated and time-consuming than it was/&ars ago.

4.3 Resource constraints and priorities

In 2006 IUCN’s Secretariat income was CHF 123 williSince 2001 total income has increased
slightly from CHF 114 million. By comparison in @@ WWF had an income of CHF 704
million and Conservation International CHF 118 mill. IUCN with its global reach, regional
and national offices, commissions, and its divensd broadening portfolio of work is trying to
achieve a great deal with comparatively limitedreses.

IUCN derives at least 85% of its income from OvassBevelopment Assistance (ODA) funding
through a limited number of OECD countries. Siguaifitly approximately 73% of IUCN'’s
income is restricted to specific ODA funded progectMembership fees and other sources
provide approximately 11% of income as unrestrictddmbership fees represent ¢.9% of total
forecast income 2005-2008 but 66% of unrestrictedrine — they are equivalent to about half of
the money from the Framework donors. A group of0DEdonors, and very recently a private
foundation, provide framework funding that in 208&ounted for 16% of income. Historically
IUCN has used a significant proportion of the fraragk funding for programme implementation
work. Since 2001, income from all sources haseiased slightly but the underlying structure of
funding has not significantly changed and showsign of doing so in the immediate future.

The consequence of this funding structure, combimiéld budget choices made by management,
is that IUCN is severely constrained in terms o€ timvestments it can make in core
organizational functions such as knowledge managgmstaff development, management
systems development, membership support and comemissipport. As this review has
observed, this constrains IUCN’s capacity to engadhe strategic influencing activities that are
central to achieving its mission and to its valogppsition. By comparison, the annual reports of
WWEF and Conservation International indicate moexifile funding and considerably higher
expenditure on activities and functions that unitestrategic influencing.

This overall funding situation for IUCN is well uastood by management and staff and actions
are being taken to try and improve the situatidiis includes working to increase framework

funding, diversifying the funding base, improvingancial management and internal financial

incentive structures, and developing a portfolicnefv projects (programmes) that have greater
strategic influencing potential. However, so faisinot at all clear that these developments will

bring about sufficient change in the underlyingoreses structure and budgeting priorities to

enable the urgent investments that are requiretdganizational capacities.

The Review Team considers that responsibility fos situation needs to be taken equally by
IUCN and its donors. To a significant extent [UGN a victim of the contradictions and
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dilemmas in the development sector. The donor conity clearly sees IUCN as a key player in
contributing to the Millennium Development Goalsdanther development priorities. The
environment, biodiversity conservation and ecosysteanagement are central to sustainable
development and poverty alleviation. Ecosystemlimecpotentially seriously aggravated by
climate change, will undoubtedly have enormous tiegaamifications for the world’s poorest
people. It is also clear that solutions to theseiés require strategic engagement from local to
global levels across government, civil society #malprivate sector. This is the precise niche of
IUCN. Supporting IUCN to be the most effective amgzation it can be would seem to be
fundamentally aligned with the donor community’seiests and priorities. Given that 85% of
IUCN's funding comes from OECD donors it makes ational sense for this funding to be
structured in a way that significantly impedes stmeent in core organizational capacities.

The last external review recommended increasingidraork funding and this review will do
likewise. However, within [IUCN there must also d&@enuch more focused processes of internal
budgeting, priority setting and accountability ttsere a sustainable organization.

4.4 Functioning of the Secretariat in Supporting the
Union

IUCN has a professional secretariat of 1102 steith 148 located headquarters in Switzerland
and 954 located in the regions and outposted afficdUCN is fortunate in having a highly
dedicated, very competent and extremely hard wgrgioup of staff. The review team has been
inspired and impressed by its interaction withfsaagll levels.

Unfortunately, staff members across all parts & #ecretariat with whom the review has
engaged, are feeling the negative impacts of tkeuree structure in IUCN combined with
weaknesses in management and leadership. Thayqobithe IUCN staff means that much is
achieveddespite weaknesses in the organization and managemehe cfeicretariat. As with any
organization there is a diversity of opinions amarmmal degree of ‘complaining’ about the
weaknesses inherent in any organization. Howewedeeper discussion with staff, the issues
being raised and the evidence given convincedehiew team that there are serious issues in the
secretariat.

% Includes 18 staff seconded to Ramsar and 12 toFFRA. Data provided by Human Resources Manage@eup
for December 2007.
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These issues were often clearly linked to a lackieéstment in core capacitiesHowever, it is
also clear that management processes and stryctoesnunication and accountability are
genuine points of concern. The review team en@vadta significant, albeit limited relative to
the total work of [IUCN, number of examples wheréqenance of the secretariat was not in line
with the expectations of members and partners &atlg below what should be expected of a
professional secretariat. The review team is coezkthat without change the Secretariat may
well experience an escalating drop in performameelreence reputation.

The review team realizes that management is largeigre of these issues and that there are a
significant number of initiatives underway to makeprovements, led by the previous and
current Director General. Partly through the iatéive process of this review the current
Director General has become much more aware othladenges and is highly committed to
change. The key initiatives include:

» Restructuring of the management structure by theipus Director General
e Performance review process

» Staff review process

» The process and review of regionalization and dealration

» Development of a knowledge management strategy

e The MIS Initiative

» The Director General’s reorganization of the sexrat offices in Africa

» The current process of developing a strategic smedational/business plan

" For the purposes of this review core capacitiesdafined as the critical organizational systemgdn resources and
support functions needed for the UNION to functidfectively and for it to deliver on its missioncamalue
proposition. These include: management informagigsiems; knowledge management; communicatiorf§; sta
development; membership and commission suppoatesfic/policy influencing; performance assessmemd;
monitoring and evaluation.
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5. Recommendations

These recommendations follow the order in which #meas are discussed first, as major
challenges (section 4) and then in terms of stepsvercome the challenges (section 5). This
order leads to recommendations on the “what” foldvby “how”. In the introduction to each
group of recommendations we have again highligtibed“why” and where appropriate placed
this in the context of existing and current initias and developments.

5.1 Revitalising the Union

The review team heard from many people that nothéstime and opportunity to make the

changes that can lead to far-reaching reformswtiibtevitalize the Union. It has observed that

IUCN appears much stronger in analyzing its proklemd in developing strategies than it is in
pushing through reforms. This suggests that theag@ment planning and accountability system
between Council and senior management and betweeiorsmanagement and staff needs
strengthening and emboldened to take action. tticpdar, Council and the Director General

must work together to provide that strategic leshligr to set agreed changes in motion and
provide strong oversight to ensure that the charsgesimplemented to achieve the desired
outcomes.

5.1.1 IUCN Mission and Statutory role of members in the Union

Although there are exceptions, IUCN is generally a® effective in mobilizing the individual
and collective strength of its membership at nati@n international levels as it could be. Instead
the secretariat has performed much of the worktafpam rather than “with and through
members” although there are some important exaeptaspecially in the Forest Conservation,
Water and Global Marine Programmes. IUCN’s waglaifhg business needs to change if it is to
remain a strong and inspirational Union in an iasiegly competitive environment for the
resources and member support on which it depelfidtsis to deliver on its statutory obligation to
involve members in the IUCN programme while the papnveen the interests and expertise of
the members and the thematic needs of the prograimnmcreasing, strategic leadership is
needed that brings together the mandate and esgedf both governance bodies and
management.

Without making any formal recommendation, Councill @ahe Director General may wish to
consider establishing a mechanism such aairst Task Force on Revitalizing the Unionor an
extension of the existing Task Force on Governatia,consists of Council members and staff
members (together with any needed outside expes iadvisory capacity). The proposal for a
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Joint Council-Management Task Force is made becthesaeed for strategic leadership cuts
across governance and management functions. Sughitetive may also be timely in the
context of changes in IUCN'’s accountability systetimst are occasioned by the changes in the
Swiss Audit Law in 2008 and the recognition thaCNJ should develop strong accountability
systems for non-financial risks as well as finahorges.

RECOMMENDATION 1: A NEW COMPACT WITH MEMBERS

COUNCIL and the DIRECTOR GENERAL should consider the findings of this review on
members, particularly with respect to the outcome®sf the Membership Strategy 2005-2008,
and provide strategic direction and a longer-term ision for a future policy (or a new
“Compact” with members) for IUCN as a membership oganization. Specifically:

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

COUNCIL and the DIRECTOR GENERAL should proposeacigolicy guidelines for
the future development of IUCN as a membershiprirgdion and should be prepared
to support any necessary statutory changes, wsgber to the criteria for membership;
categories of members (including new categoriesgiets for growth of members in
different categories and regions; and the benafitsresponsibilities of membership.

A new policy for members should also address tilesIbetween members and
Commissions and how these might be improved to ma&& more effective. This
should build on the work of the Reform Process Tremice and One Programme
Working Group8 established by Council at its megtmNovember 2007 and the
change management process for the secretariat leeifny the Director General.

In order to assist Council in its deliberationg IIRECTOR GENERAL should
provide a financial analysis of the costs of pravidcurrent services to members of
different categories and across all regions for42R008 (or 2003-2007 to ensure the
costs of one WCC year are included) and if possibd@ide some future financial
scenarios to guide alternative new policy options.

The MEMBERSHIP COMMITTEE OF COUNCIL and the DIRECRAGSENERAL
should review the current and potential future saé&National and Regional Member
Committees and any changes that might be needagppmort an expanded role, such as
more resources and more accountability. This ¥edlérom the proposal by the
President of IUCN to develop a new framework foomeration between member
committees and IUCN.

THE FINANCE AND AUDIT COMMITTEE and the MEMBERSHIEOMMITTEE

of COUNCIL, in consultation with the DIRECTOR GENER should define what
accountability framework, including an Internal @ah System (ICS) is needed for
IUCN that will include IUCN members (including Natial and Regional Committees),
Commissions and the entire secretariat in the bfli1) changes to Swiss laws
governing auditing in January 2008; (2) the RiskiR&er being developed for IUCN;

8 Now combined into the One Programme Working Group
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and (3) any new ‘compact’ between members and tfierl.that may be developed as
part of the new IUCN Strategy 2020.

5.1.2 Linking IUCN Members, Commissions and the Secretariat

One of the organizational challenges facing IUCNdsv to articulate the working relationships
between its members and the expert networks thie mp its Commissions. It is clear that the
outputs of the Commissions are very important tonimers in achieving their own missions. But
opportunities are missed to make the work of thecitist Groups in Commissions more
relevant to IUCN Members because there is littlmicmnication between them. In addition to
adding new knowledge to the work of IUCN, the Cossions could play a stronger role in its
policy development and policy platform work anddetheir weight to its strategic influencing
role.

If IUCN is to be able to deliver on the promisettod Union and efficiently and effectively link its
more than 1000 organizational members to the kraydenetworks of the Commissions
composed of over 10,000 individual experts, it wiled a new vision for the Union and strategic
leadership to achieve that vision. While individusithin member organizations can also be
volunteer members of Commissions, the direct linkbveen the member and Commission are
based on individuals and are not embedded in gta@utional structures. When individuals leave
the links are broken.

5.1.3 Membership policy

This review has touched on a number of areas étatterto the functioning of the Union and the
need for strategic leadership to strengthen theotuni One of the key areas relates to the
membership of IUCN including the responsibilitidgsaad benefits to members, desired directions
for the growth and geographic distribution of mensh&; member profiles by member
categories; new categories of members, associatgere and partnership; and the implications
of any changes on criteria for membership.

Another area involving members are National andiéted Committees. IUCN should take a

closer look at the comparative advantages of Nati@ommittees (and at the regional level of
Regional Committees) compared to its decentralssmtetariat structures to identify those tasks
for which a National or Regional Committee mightrhere effective than a Regional or Country

Office and vice versa.

The review of the membership (volume 2) has idettisome challenges in the organizational
structure of IUCN whose resolution goes beyondebéttformation and communication systems,
or more staff support from the secretariat (althohigth are needed as necessary first steps).
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The present membership policy is primarily deteedity the technical and operational needs of
the 2005-2008 Programme; the generation of finhmesources; and IUCN's global outreach,
image and positioning. In practice very few mersbeme engaged in delivering the programme
and many new members ‘cost’ the Union more findlycihan the member fees they contribute.

The current emphasis on membership growth has eateel some of the organizational
weaknesses of IUCN and needs rethinking in the bifihecent developments in virtual networks,
public-private-partnerships and strategic alliandésw forms of partnerships and perhaps new
categories of membership or association that natgt be able to include business among others
need to be reconsidered if IUCN is to achieve ission.

RECOMMENDATION 2: A NEW MEMBERSHIP STRATEGY FOR 2009-2012

COUNCIL and the DIRECTOR GENERAL should develop a rew membership strategy
based on consultation with the members and input &im Commissions and the secretariat.
The strategy should be consistent with the new IUCIS$trategy 2009. Inter alia, the strategy
should include:

2.1. The benefits and responsibilities of membershijuttiog services to be provided to
members by the secretariat should be made clehatmembers can better understand
the value proposition of IUCN to them;

2.2. Targets for increasing members in different regiand categories and with different
profiles should be reexamined in the light of eigrere with the current strategy.
Specifically, the global targets to increase mersiiperand spread IUCN'’s presence
more thinly over more countries might be reconsder

2.3. If a new policy determines that new categories efmbership or association are
acceptable, provisions for these will be includedthie strategy;

2.4. Responsibilities for reaching targets, levels ofi®e and reporting on results should be
made clearer and more specific within the Secistand Commissions;

2.5. The secretariat should reorganize the way it pes/skrvices and support to members
to become more efficient and effective;

2.6. The strategy should include a membership survéetondertaken once each
Intersessional to provide for feedback from memb@is comparison with the baseline
established by the IUCN Member Survey 2007.

33 Synthesis of Findings and Recommendations



Report of the External Review of IUCN 2007 Volume 1

5.2 Platforms for Change - IUCN as strategic
influencer

The review has heard universal endorsement fordleelUCN can play as a trusted broker and
respected convenor for informed dialogue betweéferdint groups and across different scales.
This endorsement often comes from experiences badreations of IUCN’s many and diverse
achievements in this regard.

As explained in section 3.3.3, strategic influegcis being used in this report as generic term to
cover the ‘influencing, encouraging and assistsngieties’ part of IUCN’s mission. Strategic
influencing is a process that links knowledge, ewgmnent and governance, and includes but
goes beyond narrow interpretations of policy inficiag.

Much has been achieved by IUCN at the internatiéeadl, yet realisation of global goals and

agreements also requires action at the national.lelhe view of many members, and the
conclusion of this review is that much more coutddone by IUCN in working with members at

the regional and national level to create the engbtonditions for conservation. There is

widespread concern by members, partners and seatestaff, shared by the reviewers, that
currently IUCN is not sufficiently focused on itsle as in strategic influencing. Particularly at

the regional and national levels there is criticirat field projects dominate IUCN’s agenda at
the expense of strategic influencing, although weognize that there are some outstanding
examples of projects that have achieved successfugncing.

The review has noted a number of successful iniéatat the regional level that while not

happening on a large scale, do indicate the paflentihe Business and Biodiversity Programme
also demonstrates the important role IUCN can piaacilitating the engagement of the private
sector.

IUCN occupies an important and potentially powerfuiddle ground between advocacy,
scientific research and project implementation.CNJaims to bring about change in the world
which means it has a set of both implicit and eiplialues, positions and policies that lead it to
work towards certain sorts of change and changeepses. As its knowledge, empowerment and
governance strategy implies, it does much more fah provide technical information on
conservation issues. However, given the natuthefmembership, it is also not, and cannot be, a
strong or radical advocacy organization. IUCNIsoalearly not an organization whose added
value lies in large-scale field level implementataf conservation or development projects. This
may seem like stating the obvious. However, thdifigs of this review indicate that IUCN is not
as focused on strategic influencing as it needsetdo live up to its value proposition and its
mission. This is not to suggest that IUCN is natrently doing a great deal of strategic
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influencing work — it is. However, the structureldCN’s donor based funding has locked too
much of the organizations resources, particularlihe regions, into a field implementation mode
of operation.

This is not the only constraint to a greater foonsstrategic influencing. Historically, IUCN has
given much attention to the biophysical and techini&spects of conservation and for this it is
much respected. Its staff expertise remains verghhoriented to the natural sciences with much
less expertise in the economic, social and politsdences. Within the membership, the
secretariat and the Commissions it is not alwagarchow to go about strategic influencing in
this middle ground between advocacy, scientifieagsh and field implementation. Today there
is a much more sophisticated understanding of ¢fetionship between scientific knowledge,
power and politics in how change occurs than eadie in [UCN’s history. Further, in the
modern globalised world strategic influencing hasdime a complex dynamic between local and
global dimensions and between the power and infi@eri government, civil society and private
sector actors.

To strengthen IUCN's effectiveness in strategicluefcing the review has identified the
following four areas for attention.

5.2.1 Articulating and using theories of change

This synthesis report is not the place for an esiten explanation of theories of change.
Nevertheless some background is necessary to explarecommendations.

There is a long history of many failures in planniderventions, both in international
development assistance and in the policies andramuges of Western governments. This along
with increasing attention for the impact and acdahitity of public investments has given rise to
an emerging interest itheories of change. Theory of change refers to being explicit abitnet
underlying assumptions of how social change happedshow it can be influenced. Is it the
underlying attitudes and values of individuals tdatve change? Or, is change essentially an
issue of the exercise of power? Does fundameii@hge only occur through crisis and major
conflict? What about the power of ideas or theuiefice of technology? To what extent should
society look to government or business in the $eé&rc solutions to sustainable development?
Any intervention is based on many assumptionsahabften not made explicit and which are not
deeply discussed. These assumptions are oftermple® mix of political belief, scientific
theory, personal experience, religious belief, walt history and personal conviction. These
assumptions directly influence the strategies oflividuals and organisations and the
effectiveness planned interventions.

The development world has become very used todagirt a simple linear intervention logic in
the form of a logical framework, as required by maonors. A theory of change perspective
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takes such analysis to a much more sophisticated. Iéndeed a good theory of change analysis
may well lead to the conclusion that it is not plolesto, in advance, predict and prescribe the
path that change will take.

Articulating and using theories of change meansiding an intellectually and conceptually
rigorous analysis to the design of interventiokkCIN argues that it aims to learn lessons from its
field work in order to influence high level polisieand to scale-up successes. Such learning
processes essentially involve being explicit alotgrvention assumptions and then testing them.
In other words a theory of change perspective iis tmeffective learning from field experiences.

Within IUCN’s membership, secretariat and Commissjcand from its partners and supporters
there is a richness of ideas about how the Unionbeamost effective in contributing to change.
Many of the IUCN staff members the review team spaith were deeply thoughtful about what
they were doing and why there was success or &il¥iet, IUCN has not been able to adequately
institutionalise the systemic processes of refbectind learning needed to bring an appropriate
level of rigor to the design, monitoring and evdiloras of its programmes and projects.

RECOMMENDATION 3:  ANALYSIS OF INTERVENTION ASSUMPTIONS

IUCN instigate a process to deepen understanding drmore clearly articulate and test the
assumptions (theories of change) that underpin how aims to strategically influence society
on conservation issues. Specifically:

3.1. The DIRECTOR GENERAL establish a joint commissiowl @ecretariat learning and
innovation group on the topic with the tasks oepgaring and documenting a
conceptual basis for using theories of change;ldpirgy practical tools and
methodologies that would enable such analysis totegrated into programme and
programme design and the planning of strategiaémfting processes; developing
practical guidelines on how to facilitate theorycbfange analysis.

3.2. Recruitment of secretariat staff be orientated better balance between biophysical
and social science expertise.

3.3. Atheory of change approach be part of a secrétanih commission wide training
programme.

3.4. A theory of change perspective be explicitly int#gd into situation analysis,
programme and project planning and monitoring araduation processes and the
accompanying documentation.

3.5. The testing of theories of change central to IUCbiganizational learning and
monitoring and evaluation processes.
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5.2.2 Strengthening IUCN'’s capacities and resources for strategic

influencing

It has also been widely noted that the Secretgratjcularly at the regional and national levels,
lacks sufficient breadth and depth of expertisaduwocacy, strategic influencing and high-level
process facilitation to initiate and support thatgtgic influencing role. It is also clear thatlzs
regional level IUCN simply lacks the time (a fumctiof resources) to engage in, or to initiative
the range of strategic influencing activities thatuld seem appropriate given its mission.

Effective strategic influencing requires that agarisation be able to marshal a diverse set of
capacities in quickly and flexibly. It involves @mbination of political understanding and
analyses, communication and media skills backedysound research, process facilitation,
networking, conflict management and diplomacy. Bimg all these capacities together and using
them in a way that enables IUCN to maintain itsutafion as being scientifically credible and a
trusted broker is indeed a challenge. The stratediuencing role is something that must be
done in jointly by the secretariat and the memkprsh

RECOMMENDATION 4: ENHANCING CAPACITIES FOR STRATEGIC
INFLUENCING

The DIRECTOR GENERAL, in collaboration with the membership and Commissions,
develop a strategy to strengthen IUCN's strategicfluencing role, particularly at the
regional and national levels. Specifically:

4.1. Clarify the roles and responsibilities for Natiomald Regional Committees in relation
to initiating and supporting strategic/policy indlocing activities.

4.2. Enhance the regional situation analysis processeglude an assessment of emerging
and critical policy developments affecting conséora

4.3. Establish and resource a regional level task godupembers, Commission
representatives and secretariat staff at the toviwe and guide strategic/policy
influencing work.

4.4. Enhance the coordination and prioritization of k&nategic/policy influencing
objectives across the Union.

4.5. Undertake a needs assessment of the individuabryashisational capacities required at
various scales to effectively support strategic polity influencing activities of the
Union

4.6. Establish a capacity development programme foresacat staff, Commission
members and IUCN members
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4.7. Ensure that regional directors or at least oneratégior staff member at the regional
level have high level abilities related to strateigfluencing

4.8. Provide the regional offices with dedicated staifl @esources for strategic influencing
activities

4.9. Improve the balance in skill sets across the sagattto ensure greater depth in
advocacy, communication, and the social sciencesid®f a staff development and
longer-term recruitment plan.

4.10. Ensure the recommendations of the Regionalizatiohzecentralization Review,
particularly those directed at an improved regianatel for the secretariat, are
implemented.

5.2.3 Knowledge Management

Knowledge management and the engagement of IUCNHmlmrs, partners and target audiences
in well-supported learning networks are fundamettdUCN'’s strategic influencing capacity. In
today'’s digital world it is also obviously vitaldhinformation is well organised and presented on
web-based platforms. Further, a problem for maninformation overload rather than lack of
information. This creates an extra challenge for arganisation like IUCN to ensure its
information is packaged and presented in ways gp@te to its diverse audiences so that they
are timely, cost-effective and efficient.

IUCN has a long history of being a powerhouse @rddic, technical and policy publications in
the conservation world. This tradition is cleathyntinuing and the review team has noted many
excellent publications. It has also been impressethe work being done on a diverse range of
practical guides and manuals aimed at translatmgd conservation objectives into on-ground
action.

In 2005 IUCN produced a comprehensive and weltaldied draft Knowledge Management
Strategy. It established a framework for actionsteer developments in IUCN’s knowledge
management to the year 2012. This strategy ndiatih terms of knowledge management
systems appropriate for the future:

“... the current state of IUCN’s knowledge managemeaves much to be desired.
We have to accept that as an organisation thatsbiéself so explicitly on the
generation and delivery of knowledge products ardises, IUCN'’s performance as
‘knowledge organisation’ is unconvincing.”

This observation is thoroughly endorsed by theresiereview. In undertaking the review the
following was noted:
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» The great difficulty an outsider has in gainingarerview of what IUCN is working on
(let alone achieving) in particular areas. The omfy to gain such a perspective from the
two programmes included in the review (Global Maremd Water Programmes) was to
spend a great deal of time talking directly to ¢kedf involved.

» Weakly institutionalised and resourced processes doawing out, documenting,
publicising (in all forms) and using lessons angeaziences from projects and other work.

» A resistance by secretariat staff to contributend use the current ‘knowledge network’
and other systems because of their poor quality lewhuse of the time involved with
perceived little return.

» A members’ site that contains little additionaktbat is on the public site.

« Many outdated web pages where more recent docuraadtsnaterials have clearly not
been updated for months or years.

» Very few recent publications on some sites sudha&ARO site.

» A very outdated and only partially completed projeartfolio database.

» IUCN websites on similar topics compare poorly canggl to those of WWF.

Overall the review found current knowledge managensgstems and processes to be weak and
unable to support the needs of the Union. Accedsibwledge held by IUCN is also a policy
issue that needs urgent attention. The review twandered why the members of IUCN do not
have access to the Knowledge NetworkWhy are key documents, including governance
documents and evaluations not freely availablehenstebsite? Compared to other organizations,
such as the World Bank, IUCN is either by intentionby default, highly restrictive in its
knowledge sharing.

As articulated in the Knowledge Management Strategffective knowledge management
involves issues of conceptual understanding, osgdioinal culture, work processes, incentives
and ICT capabilities. At present IUCN is struggliwith knowledge management in all these
dimensions. IUCN is certainly not alone in thisamty Many if not most multi-lateral and large
and small NGOs struggle with the many of the sasreds.

The review team recognises that this issue is walerstood by the Secretariat and that attention
is being given to improving the ICT infrastructureHowever, the knowledge management
strategy (partly because of delays in its prodmtivas never been formally approved and no
clear action plan developed for implementation ldisthed. The review team is concerned that
investments in an improved ICT backbone, whileicalt will on its own not improve overall
knowledge management.

® The argument that some personnel, administratidefiaancial data presently on the Intranet shduldnore
restricted can be dealt with by having it accessiblthe Secretariat only. Issues of privacy amtrolling access will
need to be examined.

39 Synthesis of Findings and Recommendations



Report of the External Review of IUCN 2007 Volume 1

The review suggests that in moving forward with kiexlge management more focus be given to
the processes and end-uses to which knowledgdevillsed. With the current emphasis, in many
organisations, on learning and documenting lesiarften seems that entering such information
into databases and posting on websitethe end point. However, the learning processs® u
lessons is equally important as the learning potsapture lessons. A clearer understanding of
how knowledge will be used and by whom can helfotus knowledge management. IUCN's
knowledge management strategy could be improveanbye focus on the end use and what
knowledge products are needed, and in what fornsufiport its IUCN'’s strategic influencing
objectives. In particular it may be valuable toKoat what processes and networks would be
initiated, supported or informed to ensure the tgpdad use of knowledge.

This is not the place for a more fundamental disicusof the concept of ‘knowledge’; suffice it
to say that IUCN should be very aware that manyhefknowledge processes in organisations
and society are informal. They often operate (seimdependently from knowledge processes
based on codification and documentation. Foregiatinfluencing, these processes may be as or
more important than formalised knowledge procesdescapsulated by the concept of learning
alliances and communities of practice there is@avigrg understanding of how to build on and
strengthen the organic processes of learning awgvlkdge generation and sharing that often
exist along formalised knowledge systems. Muchlmagained by supporting and strengthening
naturally occurring informal processes and networks

RECOMMENDATION 5: STRENGTHEN IUCN AS A KNOWLEDGE
ORGANIZATION

The DIRECTOR GENERAL gives urgent attention and high priority to enhancing IUCN’s
knowledge management functions and capacities togoort the work of the Union.
Specifically:

5.1. Commission an internal task force, linked to exaéexpertise, to review current
developments in the fields of cognitive sciencenplexity, organisational learning and
knowledge management to establish key principlearfiadnnovative, robust and
workable approach to knowledge management witreéri_thion.

5.2. The draft Knowledge Management Strategy be revasetdadopted.

5.3. The ICT backbone, content management systems aniteefunctionality be
substantially upgraded within an 18- month periodrder that functional and ‘user
friendly’ knowledge management support systemsraptace for the 2009-2012
Programme.

5.4. The DIRECTOR GENERAL bring to COUNCIL a new poliapd practical guidelines
for sharing key information within the Union (menmbeCommissions and secretariat),
including opening access to the Knowledge Netwarkl enhancing the members
website.
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5.5. Within the change management process for the segtthe DIRECTOR GENERAL
work towards creating a culture, the protocols padormance-based incentives and
sanctions that will encourage contribution to asd af IUCN'’s knowledge
management systems.

5.6. Guidelines and procedures be established to ensweorojects contribute financially
and content-wise to IUCN knowledge management tikg: This should include
attention for how knowledge produced will be ugtlis

5.7. IUCN'’s thematic programme areas more clearly argdi@iy identify key learning
(action research) questions to help focus learaatiyities with specific projects and
initiatives.

5.8. DONORS support the Director General to obtain aolaktl funds for upgrading the ICT
and management information system of IUCN, inclgdime functionality and content
of databases such as the member databases, a&aohatgency.

5.2.4 Monitoring and Evaluation

The repeated calls for all organizations that rexeievelopment funding to improve their M&E
systems, the difficulty of doing this and the frasibns on all sides becomes tiresome. Again not
unlike many other organizations IUCN finds itseittwall the dilemmas and difficulties of this
issue. It is with some trepidation that this revimises the issue of M&E. There seems little
point in the ongoing mantra from external evaluatio ‘do more M&E’. If it is so difficult,
clearly some more fundamental thinking is requireRepeating the mantra will apparently
change nothing.

Over time IUCN has made some considerable effortatkle this issue. Considerable M&E
support has been provided to regions and globarpmmes. IUCN has established a number of
interesting internal performance and assessmegeguoes. It has clear guidelines for carrying
out quality external evaluations. The importanée&E is recognised by most staff and a
number of the newer initiatives within global pragmes are focusing more on M&E, both in
terms of financial resources and human capacitydotument on monitoring the IUCN
Programme has been presented to the Framework ®dioor the coming intersessional
programme.

With this said, this review found a lack of M&E dad a lack of consolidation, synthesis and
presentation of results to be a major constrainunidertaking the review. Significantly it
impedes a full and accurate description of what NUS doing and achieving. Too often,
representative data are not available and resultenclusions that are based on impressions and
anecdotes. This is an issue closely related toothenowledge management discussed above.
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It is necessary to make a distinction between thtereal evaluation function and the
development of monitoring and evaluation systeras &e embedded in project, programme and
organization processes to provide the necessaprniattion for management, accountability,
learning and organizational profiling. Within tBecretariat, the roles, responsibilities, and lines
of accountability for the external evaluation, pemiance assessment and embedded monitoring
and evaluation functions appear to require claifan and potentially some restructuring.

Clearly IUCN must be able to report to its donorsl asupporters on what it is doing and
demonstrate what it is achieving. Despite widesgnecognition of the difficulties in measuring
impact, donors are increasing their requirementsrfore reporting on outcomes and results and
are looking for evidence of impacts from the prtgetat they fund. For the security of its long
term funding IUCN must take this issue very seripus

RECOMMENDATION 6: STRENGTHENING THE MONITORING AND
EVALUATION FUNCTION

The DIRECTOR GENERAL oversee a substantial upgradig of the secretariat's capacities,
structures, procedures and resources for monitoringnd evaluation processes to support
learning and accountability functions and to enableeporting on the Unions activities and
achievements in a synthesised and coherent mann&pecifically:

6.1. Conduct an internal review of the secretariat'egses and failures in
institutionalising monitoring and evaluation ovieetlast 10 years as a basis for
establishing a Monitoring and Evaluation Plan f602-2012.

6.2. In the context of the well-recognised difficultiemonitoring and evaluation in the
development sector, greater clarity is sought ftbenFramework Donors about their
medium and longer term requirements.

6.3. The DIRECTOR GENERAL review the roles, respondiigii and reporting
relationships for the corporate evaluation, perfamoe assessment and programme
monitoring functions as well as their appropriatestions within the organisational
structure to ensure that needs for independencaammlintability and integration are
appropriate.

6.4. Monitoring and evaluation functions and capacitiestinue to be strengthened and
supported in regional and thematic programmes.

6.5. Monitoring and evaluation systems to support thregRamme 2009-2012 are carefully
designed to ensure that they provide the neceg#arynation for both accountability
and learning, are realistic in terms of data ergguired and can be effectively
supported by the knowledge management system.

6.6. Much greater attention is given to the monitorifighe gender dimensions of IUCN'’s
work and ensuring gender disaggregated data.
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6.7. Management require programme monitoring reportad&e specific reference to
member involvement in programme implementation stmalild reward staff for
successful member engagement through incentiversshsuch as budget allocation
and performance appraisal.

5.3 Strengthening the business model

The business model refers to the way IUCN raiseslifig, uses its resources and internally
structures its financial management. The natur¢hefbusiness model impacts on financial
viability and the way IUCN is able to invest to lisa its mission. This is an area for
collaboration between IUCN and the donor community.

The basic characteristics of IUCN’s funding andexngtiture were outlined above in section 4.3.
The consequences of the current business modebidWCN is highly dependent on a limited
number of ODA donors, and much of its funding &ltito the implementation of specific ODA
funded projects. This situation combined withitiiernal budget setting priorities is constraining
the organization from investing optimally in corgganizational capacities and strategic
influencing activities. This creates a strugglelfdCN in optimally aligning its investments and
activities with its niche and value proposition.

The 2007 report on Regionalisation and Decenttédisehas also clearly identified these issues
and noted that “there is a need to redesign IUGMising model”. The report makes a series of
recommendations around financial allocation and agament that this review endorses. It is
understood that these are in the process of beitegl an by the Secretariat and that the core
funding issues are also being addressed in a tasspien that is being prepared to accompany the
2009-2012 Intercessional Programme.

To ensure the longer-term viability of IUCN, ovletcoming Intersessional Period, considerable
progress must be made in relation to the followmg areas.

5.3.1 Investing in core organizational capacities

The review has noted that IUCN has neither sufficresources nor the appropriate targeting of
existing resources to make the necessary invessmertore organizational capacities that are
essential for it to be a relevant and effectivgaoization into the future. Over the coming period
IUCN must significantly increase its investments éore capacities such as: knowledge
management, management information systems, coneationis; staff development;

Commission support; strategic influencing; perfongc® assessment and monitoring and
evaluation. IUCN should focus on overcoming whppears to be a vicious cycle of under-
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resourcing that seems to be one of the reasorthdddnion’s inability to respond adequately to
strategic issues that have been repeatedly raispcelious reviews and evaluations.

The review endorses the work of the MIS Initiataral its three areas of development:

1. ERP ICT stream — focusing on the finance managémeeds and building the global ICT
backbone of IUCN;

2. The Programme and Knowledge Management stre@ansupport IUCN’s programme
delivery;

3. Management Information System stream — providiagagement with the information
needed for management decision-making

It has also noted the constructive communicatidaihiwithe secretariat about these developments
and the intention to drive the process throughesgmtative working groups. It is a concern that
the resources necessary to implement even thepfietes of this proposed transformation have
not been fully secured. It is beyond the scopthisf review to make detailed comments on the
appropriateness of the current strategy.

As critical as the MIS Initiative is to IUCN’s owal organizational performance, it will be
essential for the Secretariat to also invest in ¢bhee technological tools and human and
organizational capacities that are directly relatedUCN'’s value proposition and its overall
programme objectives. Knowledge management (legrpiocesses and web-based information
management) and staff capacities for strategia@niting are particularly critical in this regard.

To improve IUCN'’s core organizational capacitiedl wequire considerable attention and time
input from staff. It will also need a cultural clge in the organization in terms of staff's

willingness to support and utilize corporate wigstems and procedures. Leadership will be
essential.  Given the tendency of IUCN staff to idet themselves to programme
implementation, it will be necessary to explicitivild organizational capacity development into
job descriptions, work planning and performanceraigpl. The clear implication is that for

future benefit, over the coming 4 year period, timee given to programme implementation

versus internal organization development will nezdbe realigned at all levels. This should be
discussed and negotiated with the Framework Donors.

From its engagement with the Framework Donors ¢wvéew team understands that there is more
scope than previously assumed to use frameworkirigrfdr the development of core capacities
that relate directly to programme implementationgchs as membership support, knowledge
management, communication, staff development ancitoring and evaluation. It appears that
there many be some variation in the policies diedénces between different Framework Donors
which should be clarified.
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RECOMMENDATION 7:  ENHANCING AND CORE CAPACITIES

The DIRECTOR GENERAL prepares for approval by Council an overall plan for
enhancing core organizational capacities with cleatargets, priorities and responsibilities,
based on a detailed assessment of the additionaboeirces required. The plan is explicitly
linked to the annual business plans from 2009 onwds and the Director General reports on
implementation progress regularly to Council.

5.3.2 Transforming the project portfolio

There is no doubt that IUCN has achieved a greailt theough implementing a diverse range of
projects and in doing so is making a worthwhiletdbation to conservation. Its project portfolio
gives the organization much hands-on experienamw$ervation and is important for its overall
credibility. The lessons from projects may not éndbeen always explicitly documented and
utilized as best they could. Yet across all levadlshe organization the review team has heard
staff regularly referring to their insights fromojects and the implications for the overall work of
IUCN. Clearly there is a reasonable degree ofriméd or ‘osmotic’ sharing of and learning from
field experiences.

With this said and again echoing IUCN’s own assesgrthe large portfolio of field projects is
not well aligned with the niche and value propasitiof the Union in relation to strategic
influencing functions. In some regions simply maining a large project portfolio of donor-
funded field projects, to ensure financial vialilihas become too much the overriding focus of
management. The issue is not so much the valtieldfprojects, but rather the balance in the
portfolio between field activities and strategidluencing activities, and the availability of
resources to ensure that learning from field exgpees are captured and used as input to support
strategic influencing — which may occur soon aftemany years after the project was completed.

The review team has noted very positive and engingeexamples that illustrate the potential for
IUCN to change the current situation. Particulaitynificant are the Water and Nature Initiative
and Livelihoods and landscapes Programme fundethdyDutch that each support a globally
coordinated approach to linking field experiencathwstrategic influencing. Embedded within
these programmes are clear processes of capturihgtéizing lessons learned and the allocation
of resources for knowledge management and mong@id evaluation.
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The 13 projects selected as case studies for thewegsee Annex 1) are good examples of
nationally or regionally funded projects that aleady more aligned with a strategic influencing
agenda.

Within the Secretariat there are differing opiniamshow much scope is available to change this
situation given donor priorities and funding motlati. But there are good examples of funded
projects for strategic influencing such as the Boteaw Enforcement and Governance work.
While not underestimating the difficulties of dorfanding modalities for IUCN, the review team
considers that there is more, and quite possibhsiderably more, scope for different types of
projects to be funded nationally and regionallyert@inly in the Africa regions it is not clear that
IUCN has adequately engaged with donors on thisissr is it clear that sufficient effort has
gone into formulating projects in a way that woeldable greater value relative to the value
proposition.

In any project implemented by IUCN there must biaiacontribution to the overhead costs of
management, knowledge management, communicatiaff, dgvelopment and monitoring and
evaluation. This may be as management fees aasl/gpecific project activities that nevertheless
enable this contribution. It is understood tha groposed enterprise resource planning system
and modified internal accounting procedures wabatontribute to improving this situation.

RECOMMENDATION 8: TRANSFORMING THE PROJECT PORTFOLIO

The DIRECTOR GENERAL oversee a significant realignnent (and potentially a reduction)
of the project portfolio such that it enables IUCNto have project resources that are more
focused on its strategic influencing, learning, inavation and knowledge management
functions. Specifically:

8.1. Establish clear guidelines for project design andgeting that ensure activities and
resources for IUCN’s added value are whenever plessmbedded.

8.2. Improve coordination and alignment of global pragnae work with regional
initiatives.

8.3. Enhance staff capacity to initiate, design and tiatthe funding for projects better
aligned with strategic influencing and IUCN'’s valoie@position

8.4. Ensure the management structures and human resare place for regional offices
to effectively support and implement global initigs such as the Water and Nature
Initiative and the Livelihoods and landscapes Paogne

8.5. An improved balance in the project portfolio becoemelicit in the expectations and
performance assessment of regional directors.
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8.6. Component Programmes be asked to include in theikjlans and planning budgets
for 2009-2012 more information on how (and whersgige, which) members will be
involved in implementation of the programme.

8.7. The Secretariat more proactively seek project fogdiom donors at the national and
regional levels that is primarily focused on stgaténfluencing, learning, innovation
and knowledge management or which include sufftaiesources for these functions to
be carried out.

8.8. The secretariat more clearly articulate its addddesthrough convening, knowledge
management and other strategic influencing aaiwitind how this aligns with donor
objectives and priorities in particular regions aodntries.

8.9. A track record of existing projects and initiativafsa strategic influencing nature be
developed to provide examples for acquisition

8.10. More regular bi-lateral and multi-donor meetingshieéd at national an regional levels
to discuss and negotiate how projects can be deeélthat give a better fit between
both donors’ objectives and IUCN’s added value.

5.3.3 Enhancing Donor Support

IUCN achieves a great deal with relatively limitegources, while having to manage diverse and
growing expectations of the Union from its donorsd anembers. Some of the resource
challenges for IUCN are in part a direct conseqaesicthe aid architecture. There are almost
certainly opportunities for IUCN to broaden its flimg base through foundations and corporate
sector support. However, in the medium term itii§icult to see the backbone of IUCN'’s
funding coming from anywhere other than developnasststance donor support.

IUCN is a unique organization but also experiengggue funding challenges. It is attempting to
work on a global scale on issues of global impartawith resources of a similar magnitude to
many development NGOs that are working in limitiedds and geographic scale.

IUCN must convince the global donor community tltais a unique and effective global
institution responsive to current global issues #ratefore worthy of more support. In an era
when it has become widely acknowledged that cor$ierv and environment issues can only be
tackled through constructive and well informed egegaent between government, civil society
and business the potential of IUCN needs to be nigtter recognized and supported by the
global donor community.

IUCN could be doing much more to market itself tmdr governments and to clearly and simply
communicate its achievements. In this regard étitgcal that IUCN engage more at the political
level and with the most senior levels of the aidrages. Particularly given the broader scope of
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the new global programme, there may also be pdisisibiof increasing funding from other
ministries and not just from development cooperatio

RECOMMENDATION 9: ENHANCING DONOR SUPPORT

Framework Donors take a more proactive role in supprting IUCN to achieve a level and
structure of funding that enables it to invest in ore organizational capacities and respond
to growing demands of the international community Specifically:

9.1.

9.2.

9.3.

9.4.

9.5.

5.3.4

Donors make a one-off investment over the next jears that would enable IUCN to
development the critical organizational capacitieg are key to meeting the
expectations of members and donors.

The Director General consult with Framework Dortorslarify and if possible increase
the flexibility available to IUCN in allocating fraework funding for core
organizational functions within the Secretariat @wmmissions.

The Framework Donors instigate an internal prooés®mmunication and engagement
between their central offices and their nationgitseal offices that could support IUCN
in re-orientating the nature of its project poritidio better align with its value
proposition.

Framework and other donors provide additional fagdor IUCN in the form of global
support programmes similar to the Water and Ndniteative and the Landscapes and
Livelihood Programme.

The Framework Donors actively support the Dire@eneral in increasing the number
of framework donors and partners and in ensurileyel of framework funding
appropriate for the mission value proposition o€NI

Diversifying the funding base and developing new

partnerships

A full analysis of alternative funding sources ahe current progress on this issue across the
Union is outside the scope of this review. Howeaenumber of perspectives on this did emerge
during the review and are reflected here.

IUCN has begun actively pursuing alternative fugdsources but this has not yet resulted in any
significant shift in the funding structure. The0B02008 Financial Plan was for a 4.5% increase
in unrestricted funds and approximately 5% incraasether income streams. This target was
met or exceeded for the framework funding and ptsjeestricted funding but not for
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unrestricted funding. The 2005-2008 Financial Rjares little attention to strategies or targets
for alternative funding outside the traditionakstms.

IUCN, particularly through its business and biodsity initiative, has started to develop new
partnerships with business. So far this has ireduithitiatives with Shell, Holcim, and others.
IUCN has also produced a strategy and operatiaridktines for private sector engagement.

With the enormous power of global corporations hasiness as a key agent in driving change, it
is difficult to imagine IUCN being effective in théuture without some form of closer
engagement with the private sector. The themakdnProgramme 2009-2012 such as climate
change and energy and poverty-alleviation canraltyrée tackled without paying attention to
the role of business and what factors drive itsigi@es and actions. In terms of poverty
alleviation the current focus is very much on makéven development - again making some
engagement with business critical. A strong irdere@s emerged around value-chain analysis,
both from the perspectives of environmental suatglity and the inclusion of the poor into
modern markets.

Working more extensively with business will takedN into different operational models.
While business may well finance some specific corag®n initiatives much of the work is likely
to be more oriented towards helping businessesstlers to change their practices. As IUCN'’s
business engagement strategy points out, this refluire some considerable adjustment of
current capacities. However, any engagement witliness entails risk for IUCN because it is a
highly divisive issue within the Union.

In terms of the poverty and conservation linkagesa similar model to business partnerships,
there is potential for IUCN to provide advice onnhtio integrate conservation into development
work. Historically IUCN has not received signifidalevels of funding from foundations,
bequests and private donations. A recent positexeelopment has been the Mava Foundation
becoming a Framework Donor.

RECOMMENDATION 10: DIVERSIFYING THE PARTNERSHIP BASE

The DIRECTOR GENERAL and COUNCIL make diversifying the funding base and the
establishment of new strategic alliances a centrakiority over the coming Intersessional
Period. Specifically:

10.1. A Task Force involving Council members, selecte@NJmembers and appropriately
qualified external advisors be established to mewdupport and guidance to the
Director General and Council in diversifying theafling base of IUCN.

10.2. The Finance Plan 2009-2012 should include cleaatibes and implementation
actions for how funding diversity is to be achieyvadd should be aligned with the
business plan for the Secretariat.
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10.3. The DIRECTOR GENERAL develop guidelines for stafflzest practice on managing
partnerships and alliances, including with membg&h& guidelines will take into
account existing IUCN protocols for work with thevate sector and should deal with
policy issues of concern to Council. The guidedisbould be accompanied by training
for staff and become part of performance apprafsalstaff and managers.

10.4. The DIRECTOR GENERAL should make more financial ataff resources available
within the secretariat for member engagement apgat. This should include both
headquarters and regional offices and administratim programme functions

5.4 Leadership and Change management

Despite its size and complexity, the leadership atadf of IUCN understand many of its
strengths and weaknesses. IUCN is a “thoughtfodjapization that undertakes analysis and
seeks evidence to guide and support what it dog$aw it does it. It is less effective in putting
plans into action but in two key areas — stratptanining and organizational change management
— the need to do so is urgent and the opportusitiygére to make some early gains.

5.4.1 Strategic planning process for 2009-2012 and beyond

IUCN is involved in many reviews and planning exses across different parts of the Union and
at all levels in the lead-up to the WCC in OctoBB808 and the start of the next Intersessional
Programme in 2009. Despite good intentions, tkehi of IUCN has until now been too much
characterized by reviews that produce repeatedmemmdations that are not followed up; lists of
resolutions that are not implemented; policies thast more on paper than in reality; and targets
that are not adequately monitored to see if theyaghieved. This is a plea to bring back more
strategyinto IUCN planning.

The timeframe for effective planning for the nemtersessional Period is so short that planning
processes that should be sequential and builddihgifrom one step to the next are taking place
more or less simultaneously and in some cases wiithofficient interaction to inform one
another. These planning exercises include the rBnome Framework, Regional Situation
analyses, Component Programme workplans, the IUCategy for 2009-2012 and beyond, the
Commissions’ mandates, the IUCN Membership Stratesgionalization and decentralization in
the secretariat and others.

Council will need to support the Director Genemknsure that the various policy and planning
processes underway are mutually consistent withaméher and will provide a strong basis for
the revitalization of the Union that is envisage@here is a danger that these key planning
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initiatives which together will guide IUCN for theext decade or so will not be logically
consistent unless a strategic planning overviewgs® is established by Council.

RECOMMENDATION 11: STRATEGY AND PLANNING COHERENCE AND
FOLLOW -UP

The DIRECTOR GENERAL and COUNCIL agree on a clear Herarchy and coherence of
strategy and planning documents that include a longerm strategy, the Intersessional
Programme, and rolling business plans and organiseinal development plans. Specifically:

11.1. A meta-analysis by undertaken of the recommendsaitidithe various recent and
ongoing reviews of different components of ProgranMembership, Commissions,
Regional Offices, Secretariat functions, Knowledi¢gnagement etc. and agreed
priority actions be integrated into a roling orgaational development plan that is
updated after new evaluations, reviews and stregegi

11.2. COUNCIL establish a special oversight body or chatg Governance Task Force to
provide effective oversight to the many stratedamping initiatives underway to
ensure that they are mutually reinforcing, impletedrin a logical sequence, and
together form a coherent planning system.

5.4.2 Change management process for the Secretariat

IUCN has experienced a history of management detgsover recent years that have failed to
overcome the core problems in the management aridrp@nce of the secretariat. Many of
these problems result from the rapid growth anatdialization of the secretariat without putting
in place the systems needed for a decentralizagtseiat to function effectively. Over the past
decade the Secretariat has grown in size to appedgly 1,100 staff members and in complexity
of operations, largely through a decentralizatiod gegionalization process. Functions such as
member relations, collaboration with the Commissjonanaging and implementing programmes
and projects, fundraising and donor relations dse ahared between headquarters and the
regions.

The challenge of the next IUCN Programme 2009-20d@uding bringing the members and
Commissions into closer engagement with the progranwill demand greater team work across
the secretariat, a breaking down of present ‘sistsengthening staff skill sets and capacitied, an
greater flexibility in working together. Presenthost staff members focus their energies where
they have more control and can achieve resultsfigdd a pattern in which staff retreat into their
smaller units and are not energized into dealing trie wider needs like better cooperation and
coordination across units — be they defined by mogne, function, or region. The overall
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performance of the secretariat is highly dependengood internal communications, trust and
clear accountabilities. What the review heard freecretariat staff is that these essential
conditions are not yet in place.

Management, staff, governance bodies and extemvé¢wers have each pointed to different
problems as barriers to improved performance. Sofméhese will be tackled by the MIS
Initiative. The problems are systemic and needetdackled in a systematic way. A number of
problems have been identified that negatively affiee performance of the Secretariat in terms of
efficiency and effectiveness. These range frommanication problems across different parts of
the secretariat; competition instead of cooperabietween organizational units; human resource
problems in terms of morale, perverse incentiveslaok of clear accountability; and a history of
management’s perceived inability to make decisions.

The Director General has begun a change managdraesttion process for the secretariat that
will address some of the root causes of these pnobland will encourage participation from staff
and support from the Framework Donors. We agratalthange management process is needed
and have the following recommendations for the @oe General based on the findings of the
review.

RECOMMENDATION 12: CHANGE MANAGEMENT

The DIRECTOR GENERAL establish and lead a change nreagement process that will
make an overall diagnosis and analysis of the probis in the Secretariat; will identify the
needed changes to operational processes and orgatianal structures; and will guide
management to map out and then implement the changaeeded, while ensuring that the
impact of changes are subsequently monitored. Spécally:

12.1. The DIRECTOR GENERAL requests the support of thenework donors to obtain
expert consultant advice to support and guidernteral change management process
and provide insight on best practice and lessaraésl from other organizations
relevant to IUCN.

12.2. The Director General obtains the services of awiterst reporting directly to her to
provide assistance and advice in managing theiti@msT he terms of reference of this
consultant should emphasize a team-building coatsudt approach to the change
process itself, rather than an expert analysisvi@d by an externally designed
solution.

12.3. An Internal Change Management Team should be éstiall to work closely with the
Director General and the consultant. The compmsitif the change management team
will include staff with different skills and drawfrom different parts of the secretariat.

If the change management process includes therragidfices as well as headquarters,
some representation from the regions should bedied.
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12.4. After an initial diagnostic stage, it is furtherggested that the change management

12.5.

12.6.

12.7.

process should focus first on improving the opatpfirocesses and procedures. This is
based on the management principle that if you tla@@rganizational processes right
they can overcome sub- optimal structures butif gon’t have the processes right
there is no organogram that will function optimally

The DIRECTOR GENERAL should use the change managediagnostic process
with other analyses to identify new skill sets reskth the secretariat and reflect these
in new recruitment and job descriptions.

THE DIRECTOR GENERAL should put into place orgatiizaal changes and
processes within the secretariat to strengthesdheetariat's capacity to improve
services and communications to members as pdneatitange management process.
Where appropriate, input should be sought from mamhband from others to ensure that
changes are based on best practice and meet ttie awee capacities of members.

A report on the change management process aridatscfal implications for 2009-
2012 should be provided to Council who should atseive regular updates on
progress made and remaining challenges.
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6. Conclusions

To recall some of the opening words of this revidwe world is facing an escalation in the loss of
biodiversity and the degradation of ecosystemdh wie problems now compounded by climate
change. The consequences for nature and humaleivegjlare dire. In such a context IUCN is
precisely the type of organization that must bepsufed and strengthened by the international
community. There is virtually universal endorseirfen ‘concept’ of IUCN. It is therefore more
important than ever that the Union is effectiveviorking towards its mission.

IUCN has, and is doing valuable work in all regiofi$e review was able to see first-hand only a
tiny fraction of the programme, policy and projetiiat IUCN is engaged in. Its potential as a
force for good in the world is enormous. IUCN'sch and influence if it can fully harness the
power of the Union is also enormous. The weakrsetisst have been identified in this review
and others are impediments to a better functiongN but they are all problems that are
solvable.

6.1 A Proposed Plan of Action

If there is one message coming from the work of thiview it is that IUCN should take stock of
where it is, look at what it has learned, reviesvekisting strategies, establish its own priorities
for action and focus its efforts on making the demneeded and following through to ensure
that they work.

The review has led to many recommendations dealitly the three areas for special attention
and with the overarching issues. (Annex 3 providesomplete list). If there were a few key
actions that are both important and immediate tondowould propose the following four linked

steps:

PRIORITY ACTION 1 - Undertake a meta-review of all the reviews amdtsgies IUCN
has done over this Intersessional Period and peodlf an analysis of where they are
mutually supportive and where they are inconsist@)trationalize the recommended actions
into an integrated and streamlined Action Plan 22092 that will underpin the next IUCN
Strategy; (3) produce an operational/business plah agreed priorities based on sound
financial analysis and (4) assign resources andifsgpaesponsibilities for achieving the
different components of the plan.
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PRIORITY ACTION 2 - Develop a new Membership Policy and Strategy taa guide
IUCN'’s organizational evolution until 2020. Ensutet it is aligned with agreed actions
arising from the Commission Review 2008 and thahlkare aligned with the next IUCN
Strategy 2009-2020.

PRIORITY ACTION 3 - Use the IUCN Strategy 2020 and the Action/BusénBlan 2009-
2012 to develop an engagement process with thedwark Donors and potential new donors
at a high level. The purpose would be to lay batlonger term vision for IUCN supported by
clear business and operational plans to achieveviien, and to make the case for special
funding to strengthen IUCN'’s critical organizatibsgstems in the short term.

PRIORITY ACTION 4 - Start to implement the change management progeshe
secretariat in 2008 and use it to demonstrate tmlmees, Commissions and donors that the
leadership of IUCN is committed to change and thainge is possible.

6.2 Reflections on the Review

In undertaking the review the review team has entmad some questions, concerns and insights
about the purpose and process of the review. Tiedleetions on our experience are shared to be
helpful in planning future external reviews.

The External Review takes place once each Intémsegperiod. It is the principal opportunity
for IUCN to take stock of progress and emergingessfrom a big picture perspective. It is also
important means for the Framework Donors to gasigim into the overall achievements and
performance of the organization. As with this esvj it can also provide an opportunity for a
deeper look at specific issues, regions, or thenlast this should not be done at the expense of
keeping the broader perspective clearly in focuesother reviews can examine specific issues
more in-depth. One of our observations is thalevitiCN has many reviews, most look at only
parts of the whole picture. IUCN should not miggpartunities to bring different reviews
together to help them to see the bigger picture.

The Terms of Reference for this review identifiecee areas for closer examination. Given the
limited resources and timeframe available, thismhézat none of the areas could be examined in
depth. The resources available for the review veeen more strained when it became obvious
that there were major cross cutting issues thatwérconcern in the organization and whose
resolution was critical to making progress on thee¢ objective areas which were being
reviewed. This is another argument for using titersessional External Review for addressing
major issues in IUCN.

The learning aspects of the review were very vdéuédr the review team, and we believe for
IUCN. The interactive sessions with members, saded staff and Commission members were
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seen to be extremely valuable on both sides. MBget interactive processes take time and they,
like field missions, must be planned in advance.

IUCN and its Framework Donors invest significanity these reviews. To ensure that the
reviews, especially the Intersessional Externali®eyfulfil their expectations, we believe that
small improvements to the process will reap bigdfiem in the value of the findings and
recommendations.
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Appendix 1 Consolidated List of
Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION 1: A NEW COMPACT WITH MEMBERS

COUNCIL and the DIRECTOR GENERAL should considee tfindings of this review on
members, particularly with respect to the outcomfethe Membership Strategy 2005-2008, and
provide strategic direction and a longer-term vidior a future policy (or a new “Compact” with
members) for IUCN as a membership organization.

RECOMMENDATION 2: A NEW MEMBERSHIP STRATEGY FOR 2009-2012

COUNCIL and the DIRECTOR GENERAL should developeavrmembership strategy based on
consultation with the members and input from Consioiss and the secretariat. The strategy
should be consistent with the new IUCN Strategy9200

RECOMMENDATION 3:  ANALYSIS OF INTERVENTION ASSUMPTIONS

IUCN instigate a process to deepen understandirty raare clearly articulate and test the
assumptions (theories of change) that underpin ih@ims to strategically influence society on
conservation issues.

RECOMMENDATION 4: ENHANCING CAPACITIES FOR STRATEGIC
INFLUENCING

The DIRECTOR GENERAL, in collaboration with the migenship and Commissions, develop a
strategy to strengthen IUCN's strategic influencingg, particularly at the regional and national
levels.

RECOMMENDATION 5: STRENGTHEN IUCN AS A KNOWLEDGE
ORGANIZATION

The DIRECTOR GENERAL gives urgent attention andhhijgriority to enhancing IUCN'’s
knowledge management functions and capacitiesppastithe work of the Union.
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RECOMMENDATION 6: STRENGTHENING THE MONITORING AND
EVALUATION FUNCTION

The DIRECTOR GENERAL oversee a substantial upgiadif the secretariat’'s capacities,
structures, procedures and resources for monit@mgevaluation processes to support learning
and accountability functions and to enable repgrtin the Unions activities and achievements in
a synthesised and coherent manner.

RECOMMENDATION 7:  ENHANCING AND CORE CAPACITIES

The DIRECTOR GENERAL prepares for approval by Caluae overall plan for enhancing core
organizational capacities with clear targets, [ties and responsibilities, based on a detailed
assessment of the additional resources requirede plan is explicitly linked to the annual
business plans from 2009 onwards and the Directare@l reports on implementation progress
regularly to Council.

RECOMMENDATION 8: TRANSFORMING THE PROJECT PORTFOLIO

The DIRECTOR GENERAL oversee a significant realigmin(and potentially a reduction) of
the project portfolio such that it enables IUCNhtve project resources that are more focused on
its strategic influencing, learning, innovation dmbwledge management functions.

RECOMMENDATION 9: ENHANCING DONOR SUPPORT

Framework Donors take a more proactive role in euppy IUCN to achieve a level and
structure of funding that enables it to invest orecorganizational capacities and respond to
growing demands of the international community.

RECOMMENDATION 10: DIVERSIFYING THE PARTNERSHIP BASE

The DIRECTOR GENERAL and COUNCIL make diversifyirtbe funding base and the
establishment of new strategic alliances a ceptiatity over the coming Intersessional Period.
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RECOMMENDATION 11: STRATEGY AND PLANNING COHERENCE AND
FOLLOW -UP

The DIRECTOR GENERAL and COUNCIL agree on a cleardrchy and coherence of strategy
and planning documents that include a long termatesyy, the Intersessional Programme, and
rolling business plans and organisational develoypp&ns.

RECOMMENDATION 12: CHANGE MANAGEMENT

The DIRECTOR GENERAL establish and lead a changeag@ment process that will make an
overall diagnosis and analysis of the problem$iéSecretariat; will identify the needed changes
to operational processes and organizational strestand will guide management to map out and
then implement the changes needed, while ensunigtihe impact of changes are subsequently
monitored.

Priority Actions

PRIORITY ACTION 1 - Undertake a meta-review of all the reviews amdtsgies IUCN has
done over this Intersessional Period and produgeatfilanalysis of where they are mutually
supportive and where they are inconsistent; (Zdpmatize the recommended actions into an
integrated and streamlined Action Plan 2009-2082 whll underpin the next IUCN Strategy; (3)
produce an operational/business plan with agreiedifes based on sound financial analysis and
(4) assign resources and specific responsibilitesachieving the different components of the
plan.

PRIORITY ACTION 2 - Develop a new Membership Policy and Strategyt taan guide
IUCN'’s organizational evolution until 2020. Ensuhet it is aligned with agreed actions arising
from the Commission Review 2008 and that both &gmed with the next IUCN Strategy 2009-
2020.

PRIORITY ACTION 3 - Use the IUCN Strategy 2020 and the Action/Businglan 2009-2012
to develop an engagement process with the Frameorors and potential new donors at a
high level. The purpose would be to lay out thegkr term vision for IUCN supported by clear
business and operational plans to achieve theryisiod to make the case for special funding to
strengthen IUCN's critical organizational systemshe short term.

PRIORITY ACTION 4 - Start to implement the change management prooets® secretariat
in 2008 and use it to demonstrate to members, Cegioms and donors that the leadership of
IUCN is committed to change and that change isipless
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