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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the decade since its founding, KEHATI has established a nationwide reputation for leadership
in Indonesia’s biodiversity efforts. Formidable challenges faced KEHATI, both in translating the
intrinsic complexity of biodiversity into practicable programs and in contesting nationwide
environmental decline.

The evaluation team was mandated to examine 10 full years of KEHATI's development and the
full range of its diverse activity. We deal with the origins and evolution of the organization (Ch.
1), its organization and operations (Ch. 2), biodiversity in the Indonesian context (Ch. 3) and
financial and portfolio stewardship (Ch. 4). Team members also visited a number of projects in
the field in gather information. Those case studies may be found in Appendix A.

While our findings are described to some extent in those sections of the report, we summarize
them and draw conclusions in Ch. 5, followed by our recommendations in Ch. 6. To summarize
key findings here:

We find that overall, the work of KEHATI has been impressive and successful. The team
recognized no fewer than three central attributes leading to that success. They are rectitude,
programmatic relevance, and a highly capable staff. Future leadership and strategic planning
should pay special heed to the need to sustain and further foster these achievements.

Based on our findings, the evaluation team’s conclusion is that KEHATI is evolving into an
effective, independent foundation, capable of leading biodiversity program efforts into the
foreseeable future. As such, it deserves to be launched anew in a configuration that will allow it
to attain institutional and programmatic stature commensurate with the ambitions of its mission.
This means, in the most immediate sense, that, to the extent legally permissible, the Cooperative
Agreement between KEHATI and USAID/Jakarta is no longer necessary.

This does not mean that further US support for KEHATI should cease. To the contrary, the team
is persuaded that KEHATI’s new freedom will help substantially to amplify fundraising
opportunities, including the opportunities afforded by a variety of USAID and other US
government programs. However, the team also has concluded that KEHATI, especially its
Board of Directors, needs to pursue much more vigorously multiple fundraising venues
domestically and abroad.

KEHATI does have significant problems that must be rectified. Topics needing attention
include:

) Organizational Identity o Management Structure
) Progress Indicators o Financial Discipline
) Strategic Planning o Fundraising

Three specific recommendations stand out from all the others in importance to
USAID/Indonesia:
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1. USAID should not extend the Cooperative Agreement that expired in March 2005. It can
reduce its purview over KEHATI to the statutorily required minimum and retain the
endowment fund hereafter under the full responsibility of that organization.

2. KEHATI should assert, clarify, and promote its identity as a fully independent Indonesia
biodiversity foundation. Elsewhere we have characterized this as a new launching of the
organization. By this we mean that, independent of day-to-day USAID supervision,
KEHATI should strive toward making a permanent place for itself in the forefront of
Indonesian organizations seeking to preserve the nation's biodiversity.

3. KEHATI should deal with the problems and deficiencies cited by the evaluation team and
highlighted throughout the report. These include bringing its programmatic aspirations into
balance with its financial capabilities, making appropriate changes in its leadership and
management structures, and working to secure additional sources of funding for its valuable
mission.

These overarching recommendations are discussed in further detail in Chapter 6. In addition,
some highly technical recommendations to USAID on the requirements and management of the
KEHATI endowment are proposed in Chapter 4, dealing with financial aspects of the
organizations.

With the midterm evaluation team of five years ago we share the view that KEHATI has a key
role to play in protecting Indonesia’s extraordinary biodiversity. This mission is even more
critical today, and the present team affirms that KEHATI is likely to enjoy an illustrious future.
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METHODOLOGY

APPROACH

This evaluation utilized a structured approach, whose aims were to:

discover the enabling and disabling factors that contributed toward the success/failure of
the KEHATI Programs.

provide recommendations for improving current activities or for alternative courses of
action based on sound findings and relevance to future KEHATI plans.

Methodology included the following elements:

Desk Study/Literature review: review all relevant materials provided by KEHATI,
USAID, local partners, NGOs, and other stakeholders. These materials were reviewed at
the KEHATI offices, particularly ones that pertained to program documents about stated
objectives, project/program duration, strategies and implementation, and donors’
financial contributions.

Interviews and Guidance in support of fact-finding activity: meet relevant project
stakeholders (i.e., USAID BHS staff, relevant people in the regions, appointments
assisted and contacts provided by KEHATI and local partner staff; and submit workplan
to be approved by KEHATI and USAID, utilized as the basis for the team’s evaluation
criteria.

Field Visits to sites identified by KEHATI: take into consideration the timing and
logistics involved, and make sure that the team had exposure to varied levels of local
stakeholders and partners (progress & involvement) under KEHATI projects/programs,
emphasizing on quality over quantity.

TEAM COMPOSITION

The evaluation team comprised of four members:

»

Roger Paget, PhD — Team Leader. Dr. Paget is a Southeast Asia specialist with decades
of field experience in Indonesia and disciplinary specialties in organizational leadership,
public administration, economic and political development, constitutionalism, and
modern history.

Raleigh Blouch - Biodiversity Specialist. Mr. Blouch has decades of biodiversity
experience on several continents, including many years’ employment and research in
diverse sites of the Indonesian archipelago.

Lia Juliani — Senior Social Scientist. Ms. Juliani is an experienced development
specialist with international credentials employed by a range of US and international
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NGOs. Her expertise is in the areas of program management, including aspects of
program planning, mechanisms, and procedures; program budgeting; capacity building;
and evaluation.

> Richard Sutton — Financial Specialist. Mr. Sutton has decades of experience in law,
banking, investment portfolio management, and foundation formation and administration.
Having worked on several continents, he was also a member of the evaluation team for
the midterm review of KEHATI.

WORKPLAN

The schedule below is based on the evaluation team’s approach and reflects considerations
explained above.

Activities Dates

Background reading (desk study)

« Washington, DC 4/1-4/17

« Jakarta 4/18-4/28
Interviews with stakeholders

« Jakarta 4/20-5/3

« Jogjakarta and surrounding towns/districts 4/22-4/23

« Sumenep, Madura 4/23-4/24

« Waingapu & Kecamatan Kerera (Sumba) 4/22-4/25

« Banjarmasin (South Kalimantan); Buntok and 4/22-4/25
Sungai Puning villages (Central Kalimantan)

Team steps toward report writing

« Field notes 4/22-4/27
« Team discussions for draft presentation 4/30-5/3
« Draft report (preliminary findings and 5/1-5/5
observations)
Team presentation to KEHATI 5/4
Team presentation to USAID 5/5
Report submission
o First draft 5/9
« Final report 527
LIMITATIONS

KEHATI provided a room, a computer and a printer for the use of the evaluation team. Also
lodged in the room in compartmentalized form were KEHAT]I publications and accumulations of
years’ worth of myriad internal documents. The team formulated requests for basic information
and KEHATI staff did their best to comply with team requests. Raleigh Blouch, team member,
actually designed a basic data format and then orchestrated, with the cooperation of KEHATI
staff, the assembling and integration of primary information; this continued nearly to the end of
the in-country stay. Lia Juliani, another team member, guided KEHATI staff over a period of
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several weeks, in the development of a basic flow chart to exhibit programmatic history.
Fundamental documents, such as KEHATI’s two strategic plans remained unavailable in
electronic form, despite team requests and repeated assurances of impending delivery;
ultimately, published versions had to be electronically scanned for inclusion as appendices in this
report. The evaluation team received no prepared self-assessments by KEHATI, measuring the
foundation’s progress in addressing recommendations set forth in the midterm evaluation five
years previously.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
THE SETTING

The Indonesian Biodiversity Foundation (IBF), better known as KEHATI (Yayasan
Keanekaragaman Hayati), is an effort to address environmental challenges and their societal
consequences in the Republic of Indonesia. Few areas of the planet have been more severely
impacted by the side effects of modernization, such as exploitation of natural resources,
population explosion, mono-cropping, industrialization, pollution, urbanization and urban
sprawl. In its decade or more of operation KEHATI has become one of Indonesia’s most
respected organizations in generating practical and integrated models of biotic conservation,
recovery, recycling, community organizing, innovative agricultural practice, public education
and advocacy, and legal protection. These models have been the fruit mainly of grants carefully
calibrated to engender maximum local initiative, local energy, local buy-in, local responsibility
and local accountability. The result frequently has rippled upward and outward with beneficial
effect on larger numbers of people and broader regional scope.

The basic concept was simple. The United States, through USAID, funded an endowment for an
Indonesian biodiversity foundation governed by an Indonesian Board of Directors. Annual
income from the invested funds has constituted a pool which funds both operating expenses and
a grants program. An office in Jakarta houses some two dozen core staff who manage the grants
process and the diverse spectrum of KEHATI-related biodiversity activities throughout the
archipelago. In the field, out across the 3000 mile span of the archipelago, partners (i.e., grant
recipients), part-time and temporary staff, resource persons, and hundreds of project participants
all extend KEHATI’s reach and give life to the KEHATI mission.

A Cooperative Agreement (CA) between USAID and KEHATI has allowed ultimate American
control over the investment funds and supervisory financial purview over the foundation. In
practice, KEHATI has functioned almost entirely as an independent organization. The term of
the Cooperative Agreement expired in March 2005.
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TEN YEARS’ DEVELOPMENT

While the general commitment of this foundation to biodiversity was clear from the outset, the
meaning of the term, biodiversity, was anything but clear, and the ten-year history provides a
lexicon in the myriad of concerns that it can legitimately span. No one spelled out initially a
specific biodiversity definition or dictated a list of particular biodiversity dimensions within
which the foundation should operate. Rather, the Indonesian founders engaged in two years of
discovery and deliberation before constructing the first, 1998-2001, strategic plan. Meanwhile,
reflecting the academic disciplines and backgrounds of the first two Executive of Directors,
KEHATI made very narrowly defined species-maintenance grants applying to projects within
half a dozen national parks.

By the time the first strategic plan emerged, the narrow focus of the initial grants had become a
liability, and the awareness in KEHAT]I of the vastness of potential biodiversity terrain generated
growth both in the number of grants and in the variety of applications. While biological and
botanical science still was part of many grants, the exigency of human suffering caused by
ecological decline now predominantly drove KEHATI decisions. Grants jumped from eight to
one hundred ninety-eight.

All of this activity was quite justifiable under the 1998-2001 Strategic Plan—mainly because that
plan reflected the range of what might be construed as biodiversity.

Another crucial potential pitfall of KEHATI’s development became reality when Wall Street
suddenly plunged and the value of KEHATI’s portfolio shrank. Suddenly, in the midst of grant
proliferation and staff efforts to manage the confusion of rapid programmatic growth, the vital
flow of annual endowment income was drastically reduced.

Overnight, grant-making withered—and a new strategic plan, 2002-2007, was developed. In
effect, a changed KEHATI appeared. Nomenclature changed. Job titles changed. Grant
procedures changed. The new mantra might have been called slow-and-steady, in the sense that
now a descriptive rationalization was imposed—including biodiversity geographic regions and
coordinated efforts to enhance cooperative reinforcement among project purposes. Community
organizing would strengthen capacity building.  Recycling would strengthen species
maintenance. Public advocacy would strengthen enforcement of environmental laws. Perhaps
most important, KEHATI recognized the importance of sustained modeling and the need to
support programs that often progress gradually and cumulatively over a period of years. The
results have been impressive indeed.

THE PRESENT

Because the change dynamic has been so rapid and driven by financial exigency more than by
strategic plans or annual objectives, the profile of KEHATI activity at any given moment is hard
to identify clearly. At one level of analysis this can be seen as reflecting a reasonable flexibility,
seen otherwise it may suggest a need for more programmatic focus.

In the absence of a list of currently active programs, the evaluation team requested this
information. KEHATI promptly assembled a list. The total number of bio-region programs was
eleven, and the number of issue programs was fourteen. Those figures that seemed to represent a
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program portfolio dramatically smaller than was displayed in other sources, such as end-of-year
reports, strategic plans, interim plans, and website.  Team inquiries yielded complex
explanations, but the net impression remained—that the correspondence between documentation
and reality has been consistently different. (Major team effort went into constructing usable
matrix information; see Appendix F.)

Similarly, rapidly changing program categories, application regimes, geographic divisions,
project descriptors, internal office functions, job titles, etc., alter so frequently that KEHATI’s
own personnel have difficulties keeping up.

Staff readily concede this problem, but do not see it as serious. In the field, however, where
KEHATI’s partners prevail, an image of confusion seems, among some observers, to undermine
confidence and clear comprehension of KEHATI’s direction and preferences.

The fact remains, KEHATI is a success story—measured against other organizations’ efforts,
measured against its strategic plan to root its projects in local-level community organization and
empowerment, and measured against the mission to get off the ground a national effort of
environmental and human rehabilitation.
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CHAPTER 2: KEHATI: INSTITUTION AND OPERATIONS

In this chapter the Team describes the institution that is KEHATI today, its evolution over time,
and how it has implemented its program in conjunction with its local partners throughout
Indonesia.

EVOLUTION OF STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES: 1995 - 2007

Established in 1994—marked by the signing of a MoU between USAID and KEHAT I—the first
two years of KEHATI’s existence were focused on setting up the organizational structure,
mechanism, and Board. This was a time when USAID was directly, intensively and intimately
involved with KEHATI and in the various multi-stakeholder consultations in the country. Upon
completion of this extensive exercise, KEHATI began rapidly to promote its mandate as a grant
making organization.

Over time, however, KEHATI has grown and evolved to reflect lessons learned and to address
emerging biodiversity and environmental issues in Indonesia. This evolution can be
characterized as a metamorphosis in Strategic Objectives (SO), which can be grouped into the
following periods:

Period I: 1995-1998 based on Cooperative Agreement between USAID and KEHATI

The overall strategic objective during this period was biodiversity conservation at the level of
species maintenance. Other objectives included cooperation among stakeholders, and improved
capabilities of the local communities in particular and the people in general, to implement
conservation and utilization of biodiversity in a fair, equitable and sustainable manner. In this
period, KEHATI’s role was that of purely grant-making organization, providing research grants
to institutions and NGOs.

This period was characterized by wide solicitation of proposals throughout the country, with the
objective of obtaining short term partnership with local organizations. The approach used was a
repeated project cycle in targeted provincial focus.

Period I11: 1999-2002 based on Strategic Plan 1999-2002

In this period, the focus on biodiversity conservation shifted from species conservation to
community based biodiversity conservation efforts. This was typified by activities targeted at
strengthening awareness, cooperative networking and empowerment of stakeholders toward
community based biodiversity conservation efforts. This shift in focus also changed the work
mechanism, i.e., from purely providing grants, to what KEHATI’s staff now referred to as
“Grant + (Grant Plus). In practice, this meant that KEHATI played a role as a facilitator, i.e.,
providing financial assistance, technical assistance, education, and consultancies for local
partners. In addition to this, KEHATI also started to mobilize financial resources (to meet
USAID requirements stipulated in the CA), and to formulate policy development on
philanthropy that would support KEHATI’s sustainability.

This period was characterized by focusing on integrated conservation management (with a slant
toward local economic development), and by continuing to synergize with KEHATI’s successful
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local partners from the previous period. The strategic issues to be addressed in this period were
also chosen from previous projects, e.g., gene-pool conservation, eco-tourism in Java and Bali,
community based forest resources management in Kalimantan, and coastal and small islands
resources management in Papua (COREMAP program). New sites were selected, with one of
the criteria being threatened biodiversity resulting from unsustainable use (or overuse) of natural
resources around protected areas (e.g., Arfak in Papua, Simpangtilu in West Java, Meru Betiri in
East Java and Laiwanggi-Wanggameti in Sumba).

Period I11: 2002-2007 based on Strategic Plan 2002-2007

The current SO is very similar to the previous period, with additional emphasis on public
advocacy toward community based biodiversity conservation.

Again, this was another shift to move even further away from species conservation, and this time
with a focus on policy advocacy and sustainable use of community-based natural resources
management. KEHAT]I also worked with an ecosystem approach.

( N
KEHATI Program Evolution
Period: 1995 - 1998 | Period: 1999 - 2002 | Period: 2002 - 2007
Themeslissues and Themes/issues and strategic objectives:
strategic objectives: in identified by Bio-Region stakeholders
relevance to USAID - _ v _
KEHAT! Cooperative FOELE Approach
Agreement Focus: Approach: = agrob|od|yerS|ty = educa.'uon N
- agrobiodiversity | | - education - conservation - capacity bilding
- conservation - capacity building | | | - €conomy - advocacy
- conary - advocacy Integrated approach: Water, Agricuiture,
Community-based Biodiveristy, Health, Energy
ecosysterTs conservation Philanthropy encouragement
Partnership typology: Partnership typology: Partnership typology:
Shart - single partner - Long(er) term- Long(er) term -
short term project multistakeholders - multistakeholders -
(12 months) strategic issues program strategic issues program
(PA PB, Q) (IEA PA CSU)
Selection Process:
Cydlical, Targeted [ Selection Process: Bio-Regjon network and priorities j
Provinces
Grant-making Plus
Pure Grant-making Grant-making Plus (Technical Assistance in Planning,
Institutional Building, Networking)
\ J

In brief, KEHAT/I’s staff explained that Period | was a period of selection of strategic issues and
strategic partners. These partners were then planned to work in synergy with KEHATI in a more
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integrated approach. Period Il focused more on ensuring the communities’ capability to
implement certain models of natural resources management in ways most appropriate for it.

In analyzing the evolution of KEHATI’s SOs, the evaluation team believed that there were both
external and internal factors that affected KEHATI’s metamorphoses, some of which are
illustrated in the table below:

o prolonged monetary and economic crisis in Indonesia (1997 - 2000), which meant that with
the depreciation of Rupiahs, KEHATI had more money than it could spend,

e implementation of decentralization (Local Autonomy Law No 22/1999), which enabled

local government to establish models of community based resources management,

post 9/11 capital market down-turn in the US that drastically affected (decreased) KEHATI’s

endowment fund in 2000, which also marked the point of an imminent new change,

e issuance of Indonesian Foundation Law (UU 16/2001) which became the only law that
governs foundations in Indonesia, and which clearly outlines the Board structure and roles
and the clear separation of Boards and Management

External
[ ]

o staff and Board’s response to increased external pressures (see above points)
o lessons learned: too many small, short term projects, having no particular focus, no linkages
among projects, and no synergy of program activities, giving way to
0 Meet the need to have a more selective and focused program, in relation to the merging
issues and the human capacity of the implementing NGO partners
o Establish more effective and efficient programs, especially with the reduction of the
amount of endowment fund
e USAID’s requirement to increase the endowment fund through fundraising to meet the
US$6.5 million matching fund

Internal

Each of the above factors contributed significantly to the metamorphosis of KEHATI over time.
However, the issuance of UU 16/2001 (and its enactment in 2002) marked a cornerstone in
KEHATI’s life. This was the only law that regulates non-profit foundations in Indonesia. Under
this law, a clear definition of roles and functions is established among (voluntary) Boards, and
between the Boards and the Management Unit of a foundation. This law was later revised (UU
32/2004) so that Board members are now allowed to be paid honoraria or salaries. In adhering to
the foundation law, the Board’s ad-hoc interventions in the management of KEHAT]I appeared to
diminish drastically.

MANAGEMENT POLICY AND IMPLEMENTATION

Despite the name and references to Bio-regions that give the perception of decentralized office
operations, KEHATI does not have any field offices in regions. The decision not to open actual
field offices was based both on local partners’ inputs as well as on KEHATI’s own rationale
against expending funds on high operational costs. Instead, what the local partners wanted to see
were more technical assistance professionals selected locally or regionally who were capable of
helping local partners in networking and resource mobilization. So, in fact, a focal point in the
area would liaise with the Jakarta office, and operate without an office, thus incurring very little
operational cost.

This need was answered by KEHATI through the provision of SIMPUL (node, or a network
center, that can be likened to a TA in finance and program coordination) in the three bio-regions
(Simpul Jawa-Bali-Madura, Simpul Kalimantan, Simpul Papua). The nomenclature, however,
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could be misleading, as it might be more accurately read as region as opposed to bio-region.
The areas described do not represent biotic regions (grouping Kalimantan and Sulawesi, for
instance) but rather, reflect the administrative aspects of clustering local partners in an area.

The current Simpul practice in each bio-region maintained by KEHATI is not without its
challenges, as illustrated in the box below:

Role

Serving as a focal point for the “cluster” of local pattern in the area, in
addition to encouraging them to network and to facilitate cross-
fertilization of shared learnings amongst the local partners.

Intended to introduce the concept of decentralized institutionalized
capacity building effortrs, and to defer substantive decisions made in
Jakarta whenever appropriate, through:

Challenge(s)

e Lack of trust by the
local partners due to
unclear job de-
scription of both
staff (who are on
KEHATI’s payroll)
in the bio-region.
No clear strategy on
how to create a need

e the local node coordinator, whose function is to provide |®
management advice, undertake periodical monitoring and

evaluation activities, and assess the need to improve the local
partners’ capacity,
the local node financial staff, whose function is to coordinate the

for such a node, nor
for utilization of a
shared learning
forum.

local partners’ financial technical assistance (such as preparing
reports, answering book-keeping questions, and so forth).

Currently, KEHATI is using the Simpul Kalimantan as a pilot project. To start this, the
coordinator was initially appointed as a Technical Assistant whose role was to provide inputs to
the local partners’ program approach, and to monitor and evaluate exercises. In conjunction with
this local (or bio-region) capacity building effort, KEHATI was also implementing a
philanthropy approach to further support the local partners’ needs of long-term funding and
support from donors. This was done by introducing them to local private sectors which could
assist them in finacing their programs. Should this experimentation be successful, KEHATI
plans to replicate and adopt this approach in other bio-regions in the future.

KEHATI IDENTITY

The preeminent question when one closely observes KEHATI is, What does KEHATI do? Is it a
funding agency (grantor)? Is it a facilitator (i.e., providing Technical Assistance to local
partners)? Or is it an Implementer (e.g., undertaking advocacy efforts to support environmental
regulation/law)? Suffice to say that the current SO does not lend itself to providing a clear
answer to these questions. Furthermore, the current mapping of foci areas of KEHATI, as
reflected in its portfolio of local partners’ activities, further blurs the linkages in the evolution of
the SOs.

Currently, KEHATI’s supported activities range from protected areas and local natural resources
management in various ecosystems, such as semi-arid in Sumba, agro-biodiversity in Jogja,
Madura and Bali, coastal and small islands in Derawan and Papua. How they are linked, in
terms of significant importance and contribution toward achieving KEHATI’s Strategic
Obijectives (as well as vision and mission), merits further discussion and clarification.

Based upon intensive discussions with KEHATI staff, they see themselves as a Grant-Making
Plus organization, i.e., that they provide financial assistance to their local partners, as well as
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provide some technical assistance on an ad hoc (or planned) basis. This is not an uncommon
approach amongst funding agencies/NGOs in Indonesia It has been practiced in at least two
other funding organizations, i.e., The Asia Foundation (an international NGO, funded mainly by
the US Congress/USAID), and TIFA Foundation (a national NGO, with funding mainly from
George Soros’ Open Society Institute).

This Grant Plus path was deliberately chosen by KEHATI with the intention of implementing a
deep-and-intensive as opposed to wide-and-superficial approach, i.e., fewer partners for each set
of program/strategic issues but with focused attention to each network of partners as a means to
ensure significant footprints in terms of outputs, outcomes, and impact. This approach was also
a direct result of a participatory planning process with local partners, in which specific needs of
local partners were addressed appropriately. Subsequently, these moves would contribute toward
the enhancement of local partner and KEHATI achievements.

Despite KEHATI’s direct involvement in the past in | «ye can see KEHATI as an implementer,
advocacy work (e.g., assistance in the formulation of | as it would increase their clout and
draft environmental law at the parliament), KEHATI is | confirm their strategic role in efforts
not known as an implementer or advocacy NGO by the | toward biodiversity conservation™
partners. On the other hand, it is also not known for | Technical Assistance Consultants
implemention of biodiversity action research, as none of
this in the past was done directly by KEHATI’s staff or consultants. KEHATI is, however,
beginning to gain popularity as a facilitator—which is quite consistent with the term, Grant-
making Plus. The provision of technical assistance to local partners, particularly in spheres of
community organizing, local organization management (re administration, finance, program
development, report writing, proposal development, and so forth), and some aspects of
community-based conservation issues (including sustainable local economic development, agro-
business, eco-tourism) have contributed mightily to the advancement of KEHATI programs.

As a facilitator, KEHATI was able to provide technical assistance to local partners, by, a)
sending their staff for training in organizational management (though this was mostly to meet
KEHATI’s own administrative needs, and b) recruiting external consultants to provide transfer
of technical skills needed by the local partners, for example:

e INSIST, Yogyakarta, for Capacity building and Community Empowerment, including
proposal writing, program development/strategic planning.

e PUSBANGKOP, Jakarta, (Pusat Pengembangan Keuangan untuk Koperasi dan LSM) for
financial reporting and program administration/managment.

e BUANA KATHULISTIWA, Jakarta, for participatory mapping and GIS.

e YAYASAN TERANGI, Jakarta, for marine biology monitoring.

e YAYASAN MITRA TANI, Yogyakarta, for participatory agro-business planning.

KEHATI’s own staff feel that it is best for KEHATI to act as a grantor and facilitator although
they should not be discouraged from exploring additional innovative activities in Indonesia.
Indonesia has very few grant-making institutions, and KEHATI has been one of the few which
devotes substantial effort as a facilitator.

Internally, KEHATI also recognizes the need to upgrade its staff by providing professional
development opportunities. So far, a number of program staff have taken short courses
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(nationally and internationally) and sought graduate program scholarships that would help
them—and thus KEHATI—improve performance.

CORE COMPETENCY

It is not surprising, therefore, to observe that KEHATI’s current core competency lies in local
institutional building and community organizing skills. This is far removed from the initial focus
on the species-based biodiversity conservation mission, but it is nonetheless crucial in terms of
helping local organizations which share common goals with KEHATI in this area.

In at least two sites visited, Yogya and Madura, the recognition of KEHATI’s core expertise in
organizational management and community organizing was explicitly mentioned by the local
counterparts. With regard to expertise and networks on species and ecosystem biodiversity, as
well as links to local government mediators/facilitators (needed in addressing institutional
issues), the team felt that—in general—these dimensions of KEHATI’s work currently are either
weak or non-existent. This again affirmed that KEHATI’s stronger role at present is as a grant
making organization, as opposed to implementer of biodiversity conservation efforts.

Having said that, KEHATI’s Grant-making Plus approach has shown a concerted effort toward
building credibility as a Facilitator Plus toward biodiversity conservation in Indonesia. This is
done through outsourcing its Technical Assistance (TAS) to external consultants (independent as
well as institutional). This is done, a) on an ad-hoc basis, which translates into as requested by
local partners, b) through incorporation into local partners’ grant budgets, or c) by budgeting
done separately within KEHATI’s workplan, as a means to anticipate or promote skills to
address particular strategic issues otherwise not addressed by the local partners.

The box below illustrates some of KEHATI’s current strengths and weaknesses that support the
above arguments in favor of the role as facilitator as opposed to that of implementer:

e People-skills and community organizing: improving capacity, promoting internalized
biodiversity values (attitude change), fundraising activities (i.e., to support additional activities
not covered by KEHATI’s own funds) for program sustainability.

¢ Network and clout on environmental .policy: ability to provide inputs toward policy support
on sustaining biodiversity management through government regulations.

e The name KEHATI and Emil Salim were synonymous, which helped acceptance by their
stakeholders.

Strengths

e The concept of biodiversity embraced by KEHATI appears to have been shifting constantly,
gradually blurring KEHATI’s identity as focused on biodiversity. In the first stage (1995-
1998), the biodiversity focus was generically derived from CBD (Convention on Bio
Diversity) i.e., ecosystems, species and genetics. The second SP moved away from species and
genetics. The third SP, even appeared to have moved further away, although a limited number
of local partners still work on ecosystem-based biodiversity conservation.

o Staff’s technical expertise on biodiversity appears to be weak, and the network of biodiversity
scientists has also weakened as a result of the general move away from species conservation.

¢ Fundraising in terms of large donations to support endowment funds is very weak, despite the
talented staff currently working in this department

Weaknesses
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Another very important rationale for KEHATI not going forward as an implementer is that for a
country as vast and diverse as Indonesia, the organization believes that to be an implementer of
biodiversity conservation activities, substantially larger funds than it currently has would be
needed. KEHATI at present simply does not have the requisite financial capacity for such
ambitions.

RESULTS FRAMEWORK: PERFORMANCE INDICATORS (OUTPUTS, OUTCOMES,
IMPACT)

Both KEHATI and its local partners have based their work on an annual workplan (also
commonly known as Logical Framework Analysis, or for the local partners, Matriks
Perencanaan Program, MPP). Unfortunately, both KEHATI and its local partners had difficulty
articulating success indicators to the evaluation team. To the evaluators, this raised a red flag
about KEHATI’s lack of clear indicators and therefore the apparent lack of understanding of the
definition and importance of success indicators (or benchmarks). It was also apparent that
organization had put more effort and energy into process as opposed to output/outcome/impact
indicators. To further loosen the grasp, some of what were claimed as indicators (quantitative
and qualitative) were for targeted outcomes, skipping outputs altogether. It was not surprising,
therefore, to encounter confusion in the field as well as in the office, where unclear descriptions
of indicators can be traced back to KEHATI.

With the absence c_>f indicators of project or program [~ 20T statement,  “Grantees’
success, all that is left to analyze is the project | gutcomes contribute toward KEHATI’S
completion and grants disbursement as indicators of | output; they become KEHATI’s
KEHATI’s achievements. Even then, this was not an | portfolios,” again shows that the term,
easy task, as there has been no serious effort to | “indicators”, is not clearly understood
integrate the database on local partners to date, in a | e by KEHATI orbylocal partners, 5
format conducive to multiple measures of review and

analysis. Instead, indicators that illustrate project/programs outcomes appear to be ad hoc in
nature. Lack of standard data, such as duration of grant period, total grant funds, matching funds
(from in-kind contribution as well from other donors), subject areas, sub-district areas (if
applicable), number of target villages (or farmers, or schools), level of income, areas covered,
and so forth, have not been recorded by KEHATI in any systematic manner. Therefore, until
evaluators pressed staff to come up with some of these data, it was difficult to assemble solid
evidence for such key items as percentages/rates of achievement (plans vs
implementation/outputs) year by year (see Appendix F).

On the other hand, another unit or division of KEHATI’s office, the CRD (Communications and
Resources Development [Department]), opted to set indicators—as a benchmark for their
performance—that appear to be somewhat clearer than those used by the program units of the
organization.

KEHATI’s statement, Grantees outcomes contribute toward KEHATI’s output; they become
KEHATI’s portfolios, again shows that the term, indicators, is not clearly understood either by
KEHATI or by local partners. That statement alone would give the impression that local
partners are objects as opposed to subjects of KEHATI’s very existence, despite the elaborate
multi-stakeholder-multilevel planning process illustrated above (by KEHATI).
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The box below provides a glimpse of some of the contributing factors that define KEHATI’s
performance record:

Internally (within KEHATI and its local partners organizations)
e Most of the current targeted areas for new programs had existing or on-going
programs (5 out of 6 area-based, multi years programs).
¢ Most of the grantees claimed to have improved project and financial management
skills, thanks to Technical Assistance from KEHATI’s (direct and outsourced).
= | ® Renewed courage and belief that local communities have the ability and freedom to
= respond to natural resources management issues locally and appropriately.
% ¢ Renewed spirit and courage to implement a participatory multi-sector planning
c approach, and, subsequently, increase their transparent and accountable local
w village planning process.
Externally (outside the confines of KEHATI and its local counterparts)
e Political constellation at the local government level, which allowed freedom to
exercise innovative ideas for all levels of the community
e New initiatives recognized and encouraged to include components of
environmental education in the local elementary school curriculum.
Internally (within KEHAT]I and its local partner organizations)
¢ Limited capacity of local partners, and/or the project introduced a new initiative not
appropriate for the local communities.
¢ No or inadequate monitoring-evaluation system with clear performance indicators
in place.
¢ Non-use of the Bio-regionnetwork as a shared learning forum.
e Poor design of community empowerment strategy for protected or conservation
o area (terrestrial), and in finding alternative resources outside the conservation area
= (within 3 years).
< | e Weak information packaging and dissemination of results to other NGOs/CBOs.
2 [Externally (outside the confines of KEHATI and its local counterparts)
O | e Limited local government recognition of the local NGOs, which poses a serious
challenge in formulating advocacy efforts at the local government level.
e Weak collaboration among NGO, community, and conservation agency.
e Drastically declined funding capacity due to the 9/11 tragedy in the US, whereas
longterm commitments have been built with KEHATI’s local partners.
Overburdened local partners due to additional partnerships with other donors—as a
direct positive result of KEHATI’s collaboration—became counter-productive for the
local partners

LOCAL PARTNERS’ SUSTAINABILITY AND THEIR PROGRAMS’ REPLICABILITY

KEHATI’s support for a long-term partnership reflected its commitment toward institutional and
program activities sustainability. The rationale was that support for the sustainability of the
organization—either directly through KEHATI’s funding or through other sources of funds—
would ensure program replicability. However, such efforts are not without risks, as was partly
illustrated in the box above. Thus, KEHATI’s efforts to alleviate the risks have focused on:

1. Assisting local partners to promote and develop local philanthropy in their regions, thus
expanding funding sources locally while reducing dependence on KEHATI.
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2. Strengthening the institutional capacity (management, mostly, and community organizing
skills) that may enable KEHATI to provide better services to the community, as well as to
attract other donors to provide additional funding for the local partners.

It should be remembered however, that because benchmarks or indicators are not clear, statistics
on replicability (as an output as well as outcome of project activities) are difficult to ascertain at
this stage. Reports on local partners’ abilities to replicate and expand their program activities to
non-target areas, from the team’s point of view, became anecdotal as opposed to a trend
evidenced by statistics.

FOOTPRINTS AND THEIR SIGNIFICANCE

Evidenced and verifiable footprints—or legacy—of KEHATI, through local partners were not
easily identifiable for multiple reasons, including: a) no baseline data were available to assist in
the analysis; b) clear indicators of project outcomes and impact were absent; c) only limited
interactions between the evaluators and KEHATI’s stakeholders were possible; and d) the
majority of KEHATI’s local partners were not stand alone projects where KEHATI was the only
funder.

However, as an illustration, the following were examples of some of the footprints volunteered
by KEHATI’s staff:

At the local community level:

Increased organizing and planning capacity (local community group management)
Increased awareness on biodiversity conservation issues

Improvements in local natural resources management

Increased local economic opportunities using local resources

At the local organization partner level (NGOs, academic institutions, etc.):

e Increased project and financial management capacity

e Increased number of NGOs working on biodiversity conservation in an integrated
approach

o Networks were established among various NGOs and collaborations of NGOs and
scientists

e Increased number of scientists/researchers working on community based biodiversity
conservation management

e Increased instances of applied participatory research

e Increased local NGO popular publications based on scientific research

e Increased inquiries on corporate social responsibility (CSR), indicated by staff from large
corporations seeking advice on programs related to community development,
environmental protection, etc.

At the local and national government level

e Support in community-based natural resources management (SK Bupati, Perdes)
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e Increased number of NGOs and governmental offices included in the decision making
processes (national and local), e.g., Berau committee, National Committee, DPR, DPRD,
MPR, etc.

Our case studies found specific examples of these achievements:

e Community organizers at village level, who gained their facilitation skills from KEHATI,
have graduated to become Kecamatan (sub-district) level facilitators (in Yogya, Madura,
Central Kalimantan).

e Participatory village development planning model has been implemented in Nangga
village, East Sumba.

e New leadership and strong commitment/belief in community based natural resources
management by village Head in Biak, has been recognized by the government, resulting
in the Kalpataru award given to him.

e New initiatives on food security programs has been implemented in Yogya and Madura.

RESPONSE TO CURRENT AND STRATEGIC ISSUES

The changes in KEHATI’s strategic objectives over time, to a certain extent also reflected its
mode of response to emerging dynamics, development trends and environmental issues
nationally (which also may have been driven by global or international factors).

Over time, KEHATI has undergone adjustments, reallocation of priorities, re-focusing, and the
addition of new program activities. One factor contributing to these adjustments in the period
prior to the 2002 - 2007’s SO was that there appeared to have been more room for maneuver
then. Monitoring and Evaluation systems were also inadequate in places that could be used to
gauge changes or performance against plans. Thus, strong arguments or pressure from local
partners and other interventions appear to have steered KEHATI into addressing emerging issues
on an ad hoc basis, e.g., by providing new grants that would address those issues. While such ad
hoc interventions and shifts in focus may now have diminished, KEHAT]I still does tend to
respond to emerging and strategic issues by providing additional resources outside the current
grants, e.g., through TA, workshops, or the seeding of small grants.

MONITORING AND EVALUATION

KEHATI encouraged its local partners to be transparent in the preparatory period and
participatory program planning process, which translated into KEHATI’s staff being in the field
to observe the process and provide input/clarification when needed. KEHATI conducts a
minimum of two visits per year for each area (for programmatic/multi years projects), usually
arranged during the annual evaluation and planning and midyear evaluation periods. Time spent
in the field for each visit is usually one week. This appears to be more of a qualitative
assignment, with the intention of ensuring that projects/programs are still underway and ongoing.
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CHAPTER 3: BIODIVERSITY DIMENSIONS
INDONESIA’S BIODIVERSITY

For convenience of discussion, biodiversity conservation is often considered at three levels.
Conservation of genetic diversity aims to maintain gene pools within species, for example, by
conserving the wild relatives of domesticated plants or animals. At a higher level, species
diversity can be conserved by identifying threatened or endangered taxa and implementing
management plans to prevent their extinction. These management efforts can be either ex situ, in
seed banks, zoos, or botanical gardens, or in situ, in the species’ native habitat. Finally,
biodiversity can be conserved by maintaining representative examples of healthy natural
ecosystems. This has the advantage of simultaneously conserving an array of plants and animals
in a self perpetuating system, and is the most efficient way to maintain biodiversity.

When numbers of species and rates of endemism are | when numbers of species and rates of
considered, Indonesia ranks as the second richest | endemism are considered, Indonesia ranks as
country in biodiversity, following only Brazil. So far | the second richest country in biodiversity,
there have been recorded more than 1,500 species of | following only Brazil. However, - these

. . . irreplaceable biological resources are being
birds, 515_ mammal spemes,' 1,400 species of subjected to increasing threats, according to
freshwater fish, and 37,000 species of vascular plants. | the World Bank.
This profusion of life is supported by a range of [
forest, wetland, coastal, and marine ecosystems that
play a pivotal role in supporting economic development, the livelihoods of rural people, and the

provision of environmental services.

These irreplaceable biological resources are subjected to increasing threats, the most thoroughly
documented of which has been forest loss. Because Indonesia’s 90-100 million hectares of
forest have not been sustainably and equitably managed, over the last two decades between one
and two million hectares have been lost each year through land degradation and the expansion of
oil palm, coffee, cocoa, rubber, and timber plantations’. Marine ecosystems are equally
threatened, and coral reefs are being degraded and destroyed at an alarming rate.

KEHATI’S BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION STRATEGIES

KEHATI clearly faces a formidable challenge as it aims to promote conservation efforts as well
as the sustainable use of Indonesia’s biological resources by way of funding of biodiversity
conservation activities?. To achieve progress toward this expansive but worthy goal will require
that the organization remain focused on those elements of biodiversity conservation that are most
urgent and where it can have the greatest impact.

The concise statement of KEHATI’s aims in the previous paragraph was made upon the
departure of Dr. Emil Salim, the distinguished first Chairperson of the foundation. Unfortunately
such clarity of purpose has not always been evident in KEHATI’s planning documents. The

! World Bank. 2005. Indonesia Policy Briefs, Ideas for the Future: Managing Forests for All.
2 KEHATI Executive Board-Board of Trustees. 2000. The Final Note. Published on the departure of the first
Chairperson of the Board, Prof. Emil Salim.
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weaknesses of the 1998-2002 Strategic Plan (Appendix D) and the 2002-2007 Strategic Plan
(Appendix E) are discussed elsewhere in this report.

For purposes of this chapter, it will suffice to say that the strategies do not provide clear guidance
for selecting and planning areas in which grant-making should be concentrated in order most
efficiently to use KEHATI’s limited funds for biodiversity conservation. In fact they create
confusion and cause a loss of focus on biodiversity conservation by attempting to include too
many peripheral issues that may be of interest to certain stakeholders, but have little relevance to
what should be KEHATI’s main purpose.

The danger here is that KEHATI will drift away from being a conservation based organization
toward being an NGO focused primarily on development issues. Indeed a recent document titled
Evolusi Program KEHATI lists the strategic issues for 2002-2005 identified by partners in the
bio-regions as agrobiodiversity, education, capacity building, advocacy, economy, conservation,
philanthropy, water, health, and energy. There is no reason to believe that this is official policy
adopted by the organization, but it illustrates the kind of problems that will be confronted by an
organization allowed to drift for lack of a strong strategy and action plan.

RELEVANCE OF KEHATI’'S ACTIVITIES TO BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION

Despite the difficulties imposed by operating under
unclear and frequently changing strategies, KEHATI | Despite the difficulties imposed by operating
has been able to fund and assist a wide range of ;‘t?gfer ie‘;“"l'fg_lAaT“Id h;sreg;‘::tg’blec?g”?u'zg
Sl'JCCt_ESSfu'I projects _that are  contributing  to and agsist’awide range of successful projects
biodiversity conservation throughout the country. | that are contributing to biodiversity
This speaks well for the diligence and competence of | conservation throughout the country. This
KEHATI staff at all levels of the organization. Atthe | speaks well for the diligence and competence
request of the evaluation team the KEHAT] staff put | ©f KEHATI staff at all levels of the
together a summary of data and subjective oroanization. 7
evaluations of all active and completed projects
funded since 1998 (Appendix F). These tables enabled evaluators to gain a general
understanding of the range of programs, and pointed out areas where more in-depth information
needed to be sought.

It is possible to justify almost any activity as supporting biodiversity conservation at some level,
and this certainly applies to all of KEHATI’s grant-making. However to judge how well
KEHAT!I focuses on its stated mission of conserving Indonesia’s biodiversity it is instructive to
make comparisons between two broad groups of current and recently completed projects: those
most directly relevant to biodiversity conservation, and those less so. Although imprecise, this
classification can be made using the information presented in Appendix F. For completed
projects initiated since 1998, those tied to what was then strategic objective 3 are considered
most directly relevant to biodiversity conservation. For projects still active in 2005, those related
to the current strategic objective 2 are considered most relevant.

Some findings and observations resulting from this basic analysis include:

4 The total number of completed and ongoing projects covered by these data is 52, for
which grants totaling Rp 23,694 million have been made. Rp 10,998 million (46%) have
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been spent on those 13 projects most directly related to biodiversity conservation.
Activities in other strategic areas such as public policy, research, and information and
education are certainly worthy of KEHATI assistance, and can be a vital part of a strategy
to conserve biodiversity. However, the grant-making selection process should whenever
possible favor such projects that enhance and support activities directly focused on
biodiversity conservation. Less than half of funding now goes to projects focused on
biodiversity conservation, and it would be advisable to increase this proportion as
opportunities arise.

» Of the 13 projects funded since 1998 with the direct objective of biodiversity
conservation, eight are still active with an average duration of over five years. KEHATI
understands that it is very often necessary to have long term commitments for
biodiversity conservation initiatives to succeed. This issue was raised in the 2000
Evaluation Report, which suggested that the three-year maximum duration of
conservation grants should be extended, and it is heartening to see that this advice was
heeded.

» Eleven of the 13 projects (85%) deal primarily with biodiversity conservation at the
ecosystem level. This is in line with the theme of the Indonesian Biodiversity Strategy
and Action Plan 2003-2020 published in 2003. The evaluation team agrees that the
heavy focus on ecosystems is the most efficient way for KEHATI to conserve and
sustainably utilize meaningful levels of biodiversity.

» KEHATI support for academic and research institutions has decreased dramatically since
its early years. Of the 52 projects considered, only three have major involvement of
universities in applied conservation work, and the funding they have received so far
amounts to only 14% of grants given since 1998. Funding levels for this type of
assistance should be increased. Such grants encourage university researchers to get
involved in applied biodiversity research and can have long term impacts by increasing
the number of professionals in the field.

In summary, it is a positive development that KEHAT]I projects directly related to conservation
of biodiversity are becoming of longer duration; however they receive less than half of the funds
KEHATI distributes. Projects that are not directly related to conservation should be chosen more
carefully, whenever possible selecting those which support projects that are. There has been a
decreasing involvement of university researchers as grantees, and this is a missed opportunity to
forge linkages between scientists and community resource managers.

THE WAY FORWARD FOR KEHATI

KEHATI has earned the respect of conservation professionals throughout Indonesia. However
there is a perception among some that the organization has drifted away from the strong
scientific basis on which it was founded. Some evidence for this is seen when examining the
activities funded during the past seven years. Indeed the ever shifting strategies and
programmatic plans under which the organization operates seem to have caused a loss of focus
on the biodiversity conservation principles it aims to promote.
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No organization can or should attempt to do everything to please all stakeholders all the time.
Biodiversity conservation is such a broad field that the necessarily limited resources of a funding
agency like KEHATI are at risk of being dissipated with little long-term impact. To avoid this
fate, KEHATI should define and occupy a niche that allows it to take best advantage of its
inherent strengths.

For example, one such strength is KEHATI’s ability
The move toward longer term financing of

to assist local communities to responsibly manage
their renewable resources. Although less evident of
late, KEHATI is also well positioned within
academic research circles and can access scientific
and technical expertise to provide a sound footing

projects dealing directly with biodiversity
conservation should continue.  This is
especially valuable when working with local
communities where entrenched attitudes need
to be changed, and benefits from sustainable

management need to be demonstrated.

for sustainable management practices. Combining
these capabilities would allow KEHATI to act as a
catalyst, encouraging joint proposals from university research groups and local communities, and
in other ways forging linkages among these stakeholders that will bring direct biodiversity
conservation benefits. KEHATI programs already occupy this niche to some extent, but
strengthening and expanding efforts along these lines would solidly anchor the foundation to its
biodiversity conservation principles.

Community development and empowering local people to manage their own resources do not
necessarily lead to biodiversity conservation. KEHATI must make that link by education,
persistent negotiations, providing technical guidance, and demonstrating economic advantages.
KEHATI is in fact doing this in many of its current projects; however the link must be made
explicit in project planning documents, and monitoring and evaluation during the course of a
project must ensure that it is lasting.

Although not explicitly stated in any strategic
planning document, KEHATI is clearly dealing with
biodiversity conservation primarily at the ecosystem
level. This is a sound approach, as maintaining
healthy natural ecosystems is recognized as the best
way to conserve biodiversity, and is the method set
forth in the Indonesian Biodiversity Strategy and
Action Plan.

KEHATI should continue to deve