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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.







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 governa










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.
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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
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Table 3.1 Main review findings on IUCN Members
Table 3.2 Main review findings on Linking Consetfga and Poverty Alleviation
Table 3.3 Main review findings on Linking PolicyeBveen Scales
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This External Review has only been made possibtautih the time generously made available to







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.
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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
















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, capacity de







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 IUCN: De







6 Organizational systems and operational procedurgkinwthe Secretariat need to change




actual loss of a member, opportunities are missededch more people within the member
organization.
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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.
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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










that IUCN’'s only strategy on policy is focussed ent




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
















» 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.
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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 f







through central budget support reinforces the tyetiliat accessing development funding is much
more complicated and time-consuming than it was/&ars ago.
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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 for t




dilemmas in the development sector. The donor comm
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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







and (3) any new ‘compact’ between members and tfierl.that may be developed as
part of the new IUCN Strategy 2020.




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
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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 politica
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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.
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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 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
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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 kno0823432(s)




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.

0-. . . (

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
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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 performance app
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RECOMMENDATION 7:  ENHANCING AND CORE CAPACITIES
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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 will al




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.
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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




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 supp
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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
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10.3.










12.4.

12.5.

12.6.

12.7.

After an initial diagnostic stage, it is furthemggiested that the change management
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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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.
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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
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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
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RECOMMENDATION 1: A NEW COMPACT WITH MEMBERS

COUNCIL and the DIRECTOR GENERAL should considee tfindings of this review on




RECOMMENDATION 6:

STRENGTHENING THE MONITORING AND
EVALUATION FUNCTION
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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 develapmpkans.

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




