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Abstract 
 

 

Evaluation with the main aims of bringing accountability, assessing effectiveness and 

improving future impacts has gained increasing attention among conservationists during 

the past decades. Although there have been several approaches adopted to address the 

lack of monitoring and evaluation in conservation, still there are fundamental flaws in 

between. Unsynchronized definitions of basic terminologies, lack of sufficient data 

especially on social impacts of programmes and practitioners‟ difficulties in 

implementing suggested evaluation approaches are of the main factors negatively 

affecting the sufficient performance of evaluation in conservation. 

With the aim of improving success and it‟s evaluation in a more feasible manner, this 

study looks at 19 wildlife related projects funded by Small Grants Programme 

(SGP/GEF/UNDP) in Iran. To track the definition of success and the existing evaluation 

approach capturing it, this study searches for the perception of funder and implementers 

on success and tracks the measures of success in project reports. The results show that 

success and it‟s evaluation is not only associated with the characteristic of the 

implemented conservation programme, but also to the region it is taking place in. 

Learning through evaluation process is one important aspect that should gain more 

attention. Participatory evaluation approach of SGP in Iran addresses the need of 

implementer and stakeholder capacity improvement. A comprehensive set of measures of 

success is required to improve the effectiveness of evaluation. Factors such as capacity 

development at local and institutional level along with ecological measures should be 

considered while defining and evaluating conservation success. Moreover, community-

based projects should improve their ability to assess their ecological impacts in the long 

term.  

 

Word Count: 15,086 
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1. Introduction    
 

  1.1. Problem statement 

In the late 19th century the public became more aware of environmental debates. The 

modern environmental movement, which became a powerful force in the 1960s, built on 

the earlier efforts to conserve natural resources, preserve wilderness, and control 

pollution (National Park Service, 2010). So far, conservationists have been spending 

millions of dollars annually on biodiversity conservation projects in natural habitats 

around the planet (Salzer & Salafsky, 2006). Over the past two decades the necessity of 

evaluation has been increasingly increasing among conservationists, in order to provide 

better accountability and effectiveness of conservation interventions (Sutherland et al., 

2004; Stem et al. 2005; Ferraro & Pattanayak, 2006). Another reason for this increasing 

trend is the need of evaluation as a tool helping practitioners to learn from others‟ 

achievements, success or failure and lessons learnt. Considering the fact that 

conservationists should prioritise the actions they aim to take with limited resources in 

hand (Stem et al., 2005; Kapos et al., 2008), the necessity of evaluation is not still fully 

represented and unfortunately many conservation programs do not include an appropriate 

budget for evaluation and monitoring (Gratwicke et al., 2007). Although, evaluation has 

improved in many other fields of activity such as business, international development, 

public health, family planning education and social services, it seems that conservation, 

along with all efforts in terms of evaluation, has rarely benefited from these other fields 

(Stem et al., 2005; Kapos et al., 2008). 

 

Nevertheless, evaluation in conservation is complicated itself; the conservation 

community not having a long history of documenting project impacts (Stem et al., 2005). 

Many conservation organisations only report outputs rather than the outcomes and 

impacts of an effort. This is often because it is cheaper and easier and it is more likely 

that outputs are successfully achieved (Gratwicke et al., 2007) by ticking the boxes of 

activities designed for a project.  
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Conservation success can be measured by looking at overall project success or more 

narrowed down to the project components. Moreover, the methodology and approach 

bringing this success should be captured as well so that conservationists can learn from 

experience (Kleiman et al., 2000). Historically success and its components have been 

captured through biological and ecological achievements, because conservation is meant 

to protect ecosystems, habitats and species. However, in practice conservation takes place 

in a complex context influenced by human populations, culture and policy. Hence, 

ignoring the social aspects of conservation when evaluating projects does not provide a 

complete picture of success (Kleiman et al., 2000; Brechin et al., 2002; Stem et al., 

2005). Paying enough attention to producing a “short-list” of potential indicators of 

success for particular conservation aims, is urgent and better be defined contemplating 

both biological and social aspects of any intervention and its effects (Stem et al., 2005).  

 

Whether a conservation program is only species or habitat focused (captive breeding or 

eradication of invasive species) or basically anthropogenic based (education, alternative 

livelihood generation, community-based etc.), conservation evaluation could take place at 

global, regional and site-specific (local) levels (Howe, 2009). One aspect of evaluation, 

which ought to be considered, is that conservation evaluation is lacking linkage between 

global and site-level evaluations. Small projects are taking place in the fields but the main 

focus of evaluation is on the global and large-scale projects. Strengthening the 

associations between global monitoring and local evaluation will help placing site-

specific conservation in larger context and lead to larger scale conclusions` (Saterson et 

al., 2004). 

 

Another fact about conservation evaluation is that there have been several approaches 

adopted in order to help conservationists monitor and evaluate their success. But, as 

Margoluis et al., (2009) state; “Evaluation is not a one-size-fits-all endeavor”, therefore, 

different needs require different evaluation approaches (Stem et al., 2005). Consequently, 

finding the best approach or a mixture of evaluation approaches is not an easy 

accomplishment for implementers on the ground, and their evaluation procedures are not 

often updated with different approaches. To be more realistic, practitioners have very 
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limited communication with evaluation researchers. Moreover, looking from the opposite 

side of an evaluation system, biodiversity monitoring institutions use information that 

rarely connects with the information in hand of institutions attempting to conserve 

biodiversity at ground level (Saterson et al., 2004). Implementers should be aware of 

funder‟s measures for success assessment and funders should adapt their measures with 

the most realistic and feasible characteristics. This synchronisation cannot be achieved 

without a well-established communication between funders and practitioners.  

 

One complication affecting the communication between funders-implementers and also 

scientists working on evaluation is the lack of clear definition of commonly used terms 

(such as success, outcome, output). This weakness, not only restricts the extent of 

communication, but also brings confusion in process of comparing evaluation approaches 

among different organisations (Stem et al., 2005), but also decreases the likelihood of 

each party understanding the others' perceptions. 

 

At the same time, even a well planned conservation program might not be as successful 

as predicted due to political changes, economic or social collapse. Also some impacts of 

an intervention might not become visible during the time span of that program (Millner-

Guland & Rowcliffe, 2007), hence, it is appropriate to consider the current situations of 

any project and the region of implementation. This was brought into attention under 

ICDPs that are playing a great role in conservation, by connecting conservation needs 

with developmental programmes (Brooks et al., 2006). These projects are contributing to 

conservation and nature protection, and also are targeting one of the most neglected 

aspects of conservation; “capacity development of individuals and institutions” (Salafsky 

et al., 2002; Rodríguez et al., 2006).   

 

It is obvious that despite all attention given to evaluation lately, appropriate evaluation in 

conservation programs is still infrequent (Ferraro & Pattanayak, 2006, Kleiman et al., 

2000, Saterson et al., 2004). Yet, the need of more attention on this subject is undeniable. 

Improvement of evaluating conservation success would not only help conservationists to 

have a better understanding of their interventions effectiveness, but also, transfers lessons 
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learnt from each success or failure amongst conservation community to expand their 

success.  It is the time to ask this question: why is evaluating conservation success and 

identifying the most effective approaches and factors contribute to success still an 

important challenge to conservationists, policy makers, and funders?  

 

Back to the point that several evaluation approaches have been developed; starting with 

population monitoring (1890s), adaptive management (late 1960s) to several approaches 

in 1970s including; logical framework, SIA and EIA. Followed by state of the 

environment monitoring, prototyping and project-cycle management in 1980s and more 

recently RBM, biodiversity impact assessment, strategic environmental assessment, 

scorecards and National report cards in 1990s (Stem et al., 2005). The possibility of 

implementing all aspects of an evaluation model in the real world is another problem that 

should be looked in a realistic manner. The focus on conservation evaluation has 

increased during the past decade, many reviews, initiations and critiques have been 

published (e.g. Salafsky et al., 2002; Christensen, 2003; Sutherland et al., 2004; Ferraro 

& Pattanayak, 2006), but how useful are these approaches in terms of practice? 

Considering the limited time and money in conservation, it is time to catch the most 

achievable approach towards conservation evaluation.  

 

1.2. Selection of case study 
In this research I have selected the wildlife projects of the United Nations Development 

Programme (UNDP) Small Grants Programme (SGP) in Iran as my case study due to 

following reasons; firstly, SGP in Iran is one of the main funders likely to have 

achievements in conservation and development in collaboration with Governmental 

organisations in this country. Secondly, SGP conducts conservation-development 

projects in which anthropogenic challenges play a tremendous role, yet capturing all 

measures of success would be possible.  Furthermore, although SGP is providing small 

grants, based on the UNDP‟s evaluation on 2008 SGP “has a slightly higher success rate 

in achieving global environmental benefits and a significantly higher rate in sustaining 

them than GEF medium- and full-size projects” (Congress, 2008). Thus, it could give 

good site-level information on projects of a well-known effective funder, conducting 
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several projects all around Iran.  It is important to notice that the enthusiasm of the head 

of this program and her willingness towards improvement in their evaluation and its 

effectiveness has been one of the factors leading me to select SGP as the case study of 

my thesis. 

 

1.3. Aims and Objectives 

In order to take a minor step in the path of improvement of M&E of conservation 

success, the aim of this study is to explore potential approaches to improving biodiversity 

project success and its evaluation. Based on the research and revisions on evaluation in 

conservation, one of the basic needs of evaluating more effectively is to synchronize the 

common definitions of project success (Stem et al., 2005). This is why this study has 

focused on the perception of funder and implementers of the definition of success, and 

the factors leading to success. Likewise, I have investigated the current evaluation system 

of SGP and the way this organization is capturing success. Finally, this study comes up 

with some recommendations for improvement of both success and its evaluation. The 

wider aim of mine is to look at site-level evaluation approaches rather than less tangible 

global methods. By involving implementers in this research I tried to find a way to make 

evaluation more practical and realistic. Referring to managers and funder‟s perceptions I 

tried to find potential scientific and achievable recommendations. The results of this 

study do not only apply to SGP and Iranian conservationists, but to all conservationists 

implementing similar projects. Secondly, I hope this study would help the conservation 

community to look at evaluation in a more realistic way and to raise more researches of 

this kind in different regions to bring more comparability.     

 

This survey looks at three lines of evidence, their perception of project success, factors 

contributing to success and the way it is measured and monitored: 

A) Interviews with the implementers themselves 

B) Reading of the final reports 

C) Interviews with the SGP secretariat who are making the rules 
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The Objectives of this study is to answer the following questions: 

1. What factors does each line of evidence suggest contributes to success? 

2.  How well the monitoring is capturing success at the moment? 

3. How could the system be improved? 

 

1.4. Overview of the thesis structure 

In the second chapter after an introduction to the literature on evaluating success in 

conservation, it‟s followed by a review of the key studies done in this field. 

SGP/GEF/UNDP is introduced at the last part of in this chapter. 

Third chapter is an explanation of, and justification for, the methods used in data 

collection and analysis done in this study. 

In chapter 4 the results out of three lines of evidence are identified and reported.  

Finally chapter 5 gives the answers to the key questions of the study, compares it to 

existing approaches and gives recommendations for improving evaluation of 

conservation success. 
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2. Background 
 

2.1. Evaluating Success and factors dealing with success in Conservation 

 Based on the Oxford dictionary‟s definition “Success is the accomplishment of an aim or 

purpose”. Although this might seem a very clear definition, but in the world of conservation 

tracking and evaluating success is not as easy as by the above definition it seems to be.  

First we should know the definition of evaluation; as Clark and Brunners‟ (1996:4) indicate, 

“Evaluation should assess success and failure in terms of goal achievement and accountability 

for outcomes, gather information on how past decision functions worked, assess quality of 

performance and disseminate findings and recommendations to appropriate people and public.”  

 

During the course of time and through experience, practitioners in conservation recognised that 

a well-managed program can not be achieved without the backup of a well evaluated 

management plan (Margoluis & Salafsky, 1998), this means that, the value of evaluation as a 

tool of learning from others‟ success or even failure is noticeable  (Stem et al., 2005; Kapos et 

al., 2008; Axford et al., 2008). M&E is able to warn implementers of flaws and problems, and 

yet can give suggestions to resolve and discover factors hindering success (Rigby et al., 2000; 

Redford and Taber, 2000). In the field of conservation, with very limited funding and time in 

hand, conservationist ought to prioritise where to allocate money and effort to fulfill their aims 

of nature protection (Salafsky et al., 2002). That is why, since the early 1990s, conservationists 

started giving increasing consideration to “M&E” of their success, it was to bring more 

adequate accountability and greater transparency to donors, international and national funders, 

in order to illustrate their success (Ferraro & Pattanayak, 2006; Kleiman et al., 2000, Saterson 

et al., 2004). Also, it is clear that evaluation would prevent scattered resources being wasted on 

less successful interventions (Bottrill et al., 2011). 

 

With all the existing evidence on the value and benefit of evaluation and it‟s necessity to 

conservation, unfortunately very little amounts of the conservation budgets are set aside for 

detailed M&E (Gratwicke et al., 2007).  
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Studies looking at evaluation in conservation are usually investigating existing approaches of 

evaluation to find the best practice or a mixture of M&Es for conservation. Some believe that 

current methods are not that comprehensive and initiative approaches are required. Few studies 

have been looking at factors contributing to success as a way leading to better implementation 

and evaluation. Since evaluation and factors of success are intrinsically linked, some studies do 

not separate them and so investigate both at the same time. 

 

One of the most well-known studies looking at M&E approaches is a review of more than 100 

publications on M&E trends and approaches in conservation by Stem et al., (2005); This 

review gives a clear perception of the existing evaluation approaches not only in conservation 

but also in other areas such as international development, public health, family planning 

education, social services and business. This paper elaborates the necessity of using different 

M&Es for different purposes and also similarities among prevailing approaches. Their study 

comes up with basic conclusions and claims that inconsistence of the language impedes 

communication and creates confusions among components of M&E systems and so hinder 

practitioner‟s abilities to choose the best approach. This means that the development of more 

adequate indicators of success, clarification of definitions and making use of different 

interdisciplinary approaches of evaluation towards conservation are required. 

  

Other than Stem et al., (2005), Kleiman et al., (2000s‟) conducted another survey on 

approaches and trends of conservation evaluation. This study compared the purpose, structure 

and function of internal (preparation, progress reports or new proposal for funding) and 

external (peer review) program evaluation for a range of conservation programs. By focusing 

more on the substance of a program rather than process, it mentions the high value of 

consideration of social, cultural and political situation beside partnership and the potential 

positive and negative impacts of conservation education and public engagement. At the end, the 

study recommends that not only studying all mentioned aspects of a program is valuable but 

also there is a serious need for focused external review by a skilled leader of long-term 

experience. This applies to complex projects to have more frequent (annual) internal reviews, 

to lead conservationists to the process of learning and gaining more success.  
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This study also confirms Stem et al., (2005), by concluding that agreement between 

practitioners and funder on goals, objectives, and definition of success is crucial and finally, 

best evaluation to them includes all participants and stakeholders engagement.  

 

Some other studies like R. Margoluis et al., (2009) have looked at the best trend and approach 

in evaluation and thereby suggest that conceptual model, if developed properly, could be a 

good planning and evaluation tool in some conservation programs.   

 

Some believe that providing new evaluation approaches or modeling current approaches in 

other fields of evaluation could be the best possibility towards fulfilling the aim of conservation 

evaluation improvement. Coastal Management Framework as a way of evaluation, while 

limited to marine and coastal habitats (Pollanc & Pomeroy, 2005) and Management strategy 

evaluation (MSE) which has been considered as a simulation approach, developed by fisheries 

scientists for testing the effectiveness of proposed management plans and their robustness in 

meeting objectives, could be named as examples. MSE has also shown the potential for use in 

linked socio-ecological systems to be used in other fields than fisheries as well (Milner-Gulland 

et al., 2010). 

 

 Blak & Groombridge, (2010) introduced a Business Excellence Model to improve the 

effectiveness of conservation programs. By considering the commonalities and also differences 

between business evaluation models the authors implemented their Conservation Excellence 

Model. Ideal practice of this method is to be used in well-documented species conservation 

programs such as black-footed ferret program, that it‟s conservation intervention efforts and 

documentary go back to 1987 (Wisely et al., 2008). This model requires great amount of 

information of the intervention to enable the conservationist to answer and score all dimensions 

of evaluation. 

 

 Many references in the literature refer to the price conservation is paying by monitoring only 

quantitative biological aspects. They believe evaluating one intervention merely by biological 

information is not comprehensive and emphasize that social, political, and cultural information 

in addition to qualitative data will give a more complete understanding of the level of the effect 

of a conservation intervention (Salafsky et al., 2002; Stem et al., 2005; Kapos et al., 2008; 
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Waylen et al., 2009; Brooks et al., 2006; Bottrill et al., 2011). 

This is why there has been a trend towards studies investigating through community-based 

conservation programs to find a clearer picture of success and failure of a project. Salafsky et 

al., (2001) has evaluated biological, enterprise and social data of community-based projects in 

Asia and Pacific and concludes that community-based interventions would lead to more 

successful conservation only under limited conditions. Enterprise strategy can provide a net 

gain paying for conservation and developing a “learning portfolio” that combines action and 

research to test other conservation strategies, which is obligatory. Although conservation 

evaluation is affected negatively from lack of indicators, it is noticeable that, there are still 

numbers of firm biological indicators of success provided to track conservation effectiveness.  

State of the Environment Monitoring used in the State of the World Reports by the World 

watch Institute (WI, 2008) or the Millennium Assessment (2001).  

 

Finding the most appropriate indicators and measures of success which helps evaluators 

identify all dimensions of effectiveness of their projects, is another challenge towards effective 

evaluation. Toupal and Johnson, (1998) have looked at the indicators of success in conservation 

partnership to develop a success model. This study looks at existing models of success in 

conservation partnership and their limitation in literature. By combining the model with three 

watershed projects as case study projects, led by the U.S.D.A. Natural Resources Conservation 

Service (NRCS), conservation districts (CDs), or Resource Conservation and Development 

(RC&D) Toupal & Johnson examine the indicators. In this research partnership data collection 

has been done by personal interviews. The results of this research are categorized in 8 groups 

consisting of; existence of leadership, active participation from a wide variety and large number 

of partners, adequate and shared Funding, clear and consistent communication, adaptable and 

flexible leadership, common goals, trust; and consensus. Furthermore, the study claims that 

Qualitative measures may be very important in accurately determining the success of 

partnerships. Such measures should be given as much emphasis as quantitative measures during 

assessment.   

 

Strunsaker et al., (2005) evaluated 16 forest protected areas in 11 countries in Africa and 

entitles the effectiveness of strong public supports, law enforcement, low human population 

and support from international donors on protection of forests in Africa more relevant than 
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employment benefit, education for local communities and presence of integrated conservation 

and development programmes.  

 

 

Few more previous studies narrowed down to the level of capturing factors contributing to 

success of conservation efforts. In contrast to Strunsaker et al., (2005) Brooks et al., (2006) 

looked at ICPDs. By reviewing published papers in conservation and development area, this 

study tests the hypothesis on the effect of natural resource utilization, market integration, 

decentralisation and community homogeneity. Brooks et al., (2006) states that ICDP success is 

associated with good market links, greater community involvement and permitted use of 

natural resources. In order to address the question of including wider aspects of outcomes of an 

intervention, this study has developed four categories of measures of success consisting of; The 

intervention Being ecological, economic, attitudinal and behavioral. This is to cover more 

characteristics of an intervention impact and explore a comprehensive categorization for better 

evaluation. These four categories are referring to any positive changes in ecological status of 

the targeted species or habitat, any material welfare improvements for engaged community, 

changes in behavior leading to threat reduction and changes in attitude (views) of local 

community towards the goals of the conservation programme. Though Brooks et al., (2006) 

fairly debate the potential difficulties of capturing attitudinal success and even weak interaction 

of attitudinal changes with conservation effectiveness in some cases, it seems that these four 

measures are the most idealistic outcomes to be considered at the time.  

 

The same four categories were used in the study carried by Waylen et al., (2009). Study is 

looking at the impact of local cultural context and project engagement with local culture. 

Having a look at Waylen et al., (2009), methodology, it is apparent that they have been 

reviewing their selected papers, coding them through particular categories and then analysing 

the codes to find if there is any proof for their hypothesis. This analysis shows that local 

institutional context has more influence on success than community participation, conservation 

education and benefit provision and market integration in a conservation intervention.  

 

Apart from the achievements of this study, the fact that a sample size of 68 case studies out of 

270 sources was selected is showing the poor quality of documentation in conservation 
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reporting (Stem et al., 2005). This problem has been addressed in literature as a result of the 

fact that it is most likely that implementers only report their outputs (number of workshops, 

publications, etc.) rather than outcomes (changes in ecological status of species or habitat, 

behavior, attitude, etc.) of an intervention. Obviously, this approach seems to be both cheaper 

and easier for conservation organisations to be applied (Gratwicke et al., 2007). Evaluations 

based on this type of reporting, known as implementation evaluation, have the capability of 

discovering whether or not the grantees have been doing what they are meant to do (Elmore, 

1982) and can not report the impact or effectiveness of a conservation programme (Howe, 

2009).  

 

One of the attempts to address this problem is made by Cambridge Conservation Forum (CCF) 

that developed a questioner-based score card as a tool of evaluation, targeting the key outcomes 

rather than implementation measures of an intervention. Moreover, this tool is supposed to 

predict conservation success even for short-term projects by considering the key outcomes of 

an intervention (Kapos et al., 2009). This tool is now available for wider use, 

(www.cambridgeconserfvationforum.org.uk/measures_outputs.htm).   

 

Nowadays one popular management and evaluation framework used broadly among 

conservation organizations is “Conservation Measures Partnership (CMP) Open Standards” 

that could be adapted for different organizations and activities. This system is now in being 

used by well-known conservation organizations such as The Nature Conservancy (TNC), 

World Wildlife Fund (WWF) and Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS). It also could be used 

for all practitioners downloading free “Miradi” program and taking the steps of project 

managing, M&E. Both Miradi and CCF systems attempt to increase communication amongst 

conservationists and help them learn from their own and also from other implementation 

processes. Such approaches in conservation evaluation are providing systems that have “The 

potential to transform the practice of conservation ” (Foundation of Success, 2008).  

 

Participatory M&E (PME) is another approach widely used by development organisations in 

poverty alleviation programmes. It shows some fundamental differences with the routine M&E 

in conservation (e.g. predetermined indicators of success in conservation M&E versus, 

emerging indicators developed by members of PME) (Sartorius, 2000). Basic idea of PME is to 

http://www.cambridgeconserfvationforum.org.uk/measures_outputs.htm


 19 

 

coordinate and improve project management by understanding local livelihood strategies and 

stakeholder priorities (Bertrab & Zambrano, 2010). Basically evaluation in this process takes 

place by participation of all components of a project (locals, stakeholders, implementer and 

funder) and forms through the project implementation. So there is not any outstanding moment 

to be named as the evaluation phase and M&E is conducted on a frequent basis (Sartorius, 

2000). This approach has been identified to be one of the best M&E systems, which bring 

social and technical process together, and distinct partnership outputs and outcomes (Ferreyra 

& Beard, 2006). Although it could bring complexity to project implementation (Bertrab & 

Zambrano, 2010), but still as MacDuff, (2001) believes the only way to build capacity to 

evaluate and improve environmental effectiveness is to pay more attention to PME.  

 

These are all the attempts made to improve M&E of success ideally considering all aspects of 

interventions and being integrated in all steps of a project. More over they are demanding to 

maximize the learning value of evaluation (Kapos et al., 2008; Salafsky et al., 2002). That is 

while, not all approaches of M&E focus on learning process. Project cycle management is one 

approach of evaluation taking place at all levels of an implementation and emphasizes on 

learning aspect but simultaneously since learning is time-consuming reluctance to focus on 

learning process exists in this system (Stem et al., 2005).  

 

Meanwhile, some studies place more emphasis on learning from evaluation. As an example, the 

evaluation of the Worldwide Fund for Nature‟s (WWF) global educational programs in 16 

countries highlights the lessons to be learnt from generalization of their evaluation more than 

the evaluation of each case separately (J. Fien et al., 2001). Achievements of this study have 

been gained under a multiple evaluation approach from interviews with senior staff of WWF as 

well as project staff and along with report revisions of their projects. Likewise, Bottrill et al., 

(2011) believe that evaluation of multiple projects at once (country-wide, terrestrial-based 

programs in Samoa, in their case), would highlight the presented and influential factors across 

the entire conservation community. Their study focuses on components of conservation 

management system and looks at direct and indirect barriers to effective conservation 

evaluation. Method used in this study has been a mixed method approach including “content 

analysis” of documents and semi-structured interviews with managers, government officials, 

community members, regional experts, donor agencies, academics and any individual engaged 
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with the development of a conservation project. They conclude that a shift in reporting system 

between donors and implementers is required to be able to report outcomes rather than outputs 

of a program. Also, availability and management of data as well as effective project design is 

needed. 

More specific researches have been done in different fields such as, assessing zoos contribution 

in conservation success (Mace et al., 2007) or Howe, (2009). Howe‟s work is one investigation 

giving value to both global and site level evaluations and is specifically looking at the 

education programs of DEFRA Darwin Initiative project in globe. Her study is one of a few 

studies in which intervention effectiveness has been quantified and examined among 

environmental conservation and development programs. Main structure of method in this study 

is by report revisions and Interviews with project leaders in the global level and questioners, 

interviews in site levels. Howe claims that still the need of synchronization of definition of 

success is vital; a set of measures of success should be developed based on the differences 

between different conservation interventions.  

 

Reporting in both global and site level should improve and include social aspects of 

conservation impacts. Also, there are debate taking a step further that evaluation should not 

only monitor changes in ecological status along with impacts on social targets of an 

intervention, but also should consider the capacity development of the implementers 

themselves to have a more concrete understanding of total effects of any conservation effort 

(Salafsky et al., 2002; Rodriguez et al., 2006). 

 

With all these efforts made to improve conservation evaluation and demonstrate its importance 

still this approach is very uncommon amongst conservationists (Kleiman et al., 2000, Saterson 

et al., 2004). Almost all activists in conservation evaluation agree that a need of 

synchronization of definitions, indicators and reporting systems is required. More than that, 

proper and comprehensive measures of success should be developed in order to capture all 

aspects of success. Communication between practitioners, funders and academia should be 

more strength to let conservationists to modify adequate evaluation approach towards their 

programs. Internal and external evaluation conducted by skilled evaluators should take place 

and conservation community ought to pay more attention to the learning value and benefits 

generated by a proper evaluation of their efforts. 
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2.2. SGP 
 

2.2.1 What is SGP? 

“The SGP is a unique programme that contributes to solving some of the world’s most 

pressing environmental problems while ensuring sustainable livelihoods through a successful, 

country-driven, grassroots approach” (Second Independent Evaluation of GEF SGP) 

 

The Small Grants Program (SGP) of the Global Environment Facility (GEF) implemented 

locally by United Nation Development Program (UNDP) was launched in 1992 to provide 

support for community-level initiatives that contribute to conserving global biodiversity, 

mitigating global climate change and protecting international waters. Building on its initial 

mandate to support local activities by NGOs and communities that address global 

environmental problems (GEF Small Grant Programme, 2006). SGP believes that people will 

be empowered to protect their environment and livelihood when they are organized to take 

action, have a measure of control over access to the natural resource base, have the necessary 

information and knowledge, and believe that their social and economic well-being is dependent 

on sound long-term resource management (Development and Capacity Building Institute 

Pooyeh, 2008). In many countries SGP has become the main representative of the GEF, being 

known to and highly regarded by government agencies, donors and, the general public 

(Congress, 2008). 

 

2.2.2. SGP in Iran 

In I.R. Iran the SGP was established on 2001 and provides grants and other support to 

community-based groups (CBOs) and non-governmental organization (NGO) for identifying 

and demonstrating effective community based approaches addressing local problems relater to 

the Global Environment (Development and Capacity Building Institute –Pooyeh, 2008). 

SGP is working on 9 out of 51 endangered or vulnerable wildlife species of Iran, including the 

Persian Leopard, the Houbara Bustard, the White-Headed Duck and the Euphraticus Soft-Shell 

Turtles. This is either by individual projects or in projects collaborating with medium and large 

size projects of UNDP and GEF in Iran such as the Conservation of the Asiatic Cheetah and the 
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Siberian Crane, the Wetlands and Zagros project. Public awareness raising, local community 

engagement, alternative income generating, education and improving the public‟s respect for 

environmental aspects have been of great achievements of this programme. Moreover, SGP 

could be named as one of the programs increasingly known by the government. It has been 

developing the collaboration and participation of non-governmental sector and government 

successfully in many cases.  

 

2.2.3. SGP’s M&E system  

SGP‟s M&E is intended to provide stakeholders and partners with information about the status 

and results of individual projects, the progress of country programmes and the achievement of 

overall programme objectives. SGP views M&E above all as a participatory and forward 

looking process that enables capacity building and learning, maintains accountability, promotes 

sustainability, and provides opportunities to identify and communicate lessons learned from 

project and programme experiences. (10years report) 

SGP believes that participatory M&E, which brings benefit to stakeholders, local targeted 

communities, implementers, donors and also CBOs searching for similar projects, is the best 

current evaluation system. As Development and Capacity Building Institute (Pooyeh) 2008 

elaborates M&E approach would adaptively evaluate following aspects of any SGP projects 

considering the characteristics of the effort: 

- Baseline information on the pre-project status. 

- Level of participation of women, youth, students and local community 

- Stakeholder engagement and collaboration 

- Effects on environmental protection (under SGP‟s global framework; biodiversity, 

climate change, etc.) 

- Improvement in well-being of community (livelihoods, income increase) 

- Impact on similar projects (piloting) 

- Establish or empowerment of NGOs and CBOs 

- Awareness raising and knowledge-sharing among local communities, public, 

implementers and stakeholders. 

Lately, the Executive Board approved the revised 358evaluation policy of UNDP in January 

2011. Revisions were made to explain roles and responsibilities and to improve the evaluation 
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practice in UNDP. Remarkably, “greater importance has been given to national ownership in 

evaluation; national evaluation capacity development, and use of evaluation for organizational 

learning and accountability. A new compliance requirement for decentralized evaluations has 

also been introduced in this policy” (UNDP, 2011).  
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3. Methods 

3.1. Methodological Framework 

This study used a qualitative methodology of data collection and analysis as one of the most 

suitable methods gaining deep understanding of several topics (Gurung, 2006). Within our case 

study, similar to Bottrill et al., (2011), Howe, (2009) and Toupal & Johnson, (1998) we have 

used a mixed-method approach (reviewing the reports and interviews) in order to collect and 

analyze factors contributing to success explore the capability of current evaluation system and 

determine the potential improvements of the system.  

Targeting the wildlife projects of SGP, I used 3 lines of evidence: 

a) Semi-structured interviews with project managers because project managers are the people 

who are implementing the conservation actions on the ground that their perception towards 

success, its factors and evaluation have to be considered. 

b) Unstructured interview with head of SGP (Funder) because SGP‟s the power who makes the 

rules as funder.  

c) Review of project reports because other than verbal communication between funders and 

implementers the only remaining documents are reports of projects 

The main methodological approach is shown in (Figure.1) below and discussed in details in 

this chapter. 

 

Data Sampling         Data Collection                                  Data Analysis                                         Results  

Figure.1. Flow chart summerising steps taken in this study.  
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3.2. Data Sampling 

I have developed this study on wildlife projects of SGP. Based on the recommendation from 

SGP‟s office, within Biodiversity projects, wildlife projects were selected as the sample frame 

of this study. After reviewing 22 project reports 19 were selected as sample size of this study. 

The three eliminated projects were the ones that were not totally relevant to conservation and 

have been developed on the basis of a conservation project but their aim was not fulfilling any 

direct protection or species or habitat.    

 

3.3. Data collection 

In order to, take three lines of evidence on project success and monitoring and evaluation, we 

have had 19 project reports reviewed, 13 interviews with project managers, one interview with 

the head of SGP, and a member of steering committee.    

 

3.3.1. Semi-structured Interviews with project managers 

With the aim of capturing the manager‟s perception towards success, it‟s evaluation and 

improvements 13 interview based on a prepared interview guide was done.  

 

Semi-structured interviews are the best way of data gathering when you will not get the chance 

of interviewing people more than once (Bernard, 2006). It is mainly used when interviewing an 

official, staff of non-governmental organization, or a leader of a community, whom have 

privileged knowledge and unique perspective (Newing, 2011). Semi-structured interviews are 

open-ended but will cover particular topics of study. It will fully control the interview and at 

the same time leaves both sides free to follow new leads.  

 

Interview guide was used in all interviews to gain more reliable qualitative data, which 

assured interviewees of anonymity and confidentiality as well as an abstract of the aim and 

objective of the project (Bernard, 2006) (Appendix 2). Also, since most of the interviewees 

knew the researcher from previous collaborations, we have assured them that this study is an 
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individual MSc research and is not conducted to evaluate the success of their project, but to 

capture their opinion as based on their experience with SGP. Given the small sample size, I 

could not pilot this question with the interviewees, however, it has been discussed with a local 

conservationist and comments were included. 

 

Guide was designed in three parts: the success, explanations of this success and evaluation of 

the project. This guide was developed based on the fundamental objective questions and 

improved by using both recommendations from Howe, (2009) (e.g. not to ask directly about 

success, but using the phrase:  “how do you define success, and how has your project been 

successful?”) and has been reviewed in a personal interview with C. Howe, (2011). Also, to 

make the responses more logical for both interviewee and interviewer and minimize the error 

of measurement by interviewee (Bernard, 2006), simple scaling was included in some 

questions.  

 

Except for 1 interview in English all others were in Farsi (Native language in Iran). Guide was 

translated phrasing questions properly to the native language (Bernard, 2006). Except for one 

telephone interview all interviews have been face-to-face during June and July 2011. 

In addition, one semi-structured interview with a Member of Iranian SGP Steering Committee; 

Social, Environmental and Institutional arrangement Consultant was also conducted to support 

the results of project. Implementers‟ responses are anonymously coded in the text as “Project 

Implementer”.  

 

3.3.2. Unstructured interview with head of SGP 

Unstructured interviews follow a clear plan but with minimum control over the interviewee. 

This would let them open up and express their idea and perception (Bernard, 2006). For 

capturing the funders‟ perception towards success, it‟s evaluation, strength and weaknesses and 

any unexpected comments an unstructured interview was conducted.  

 

All main points gathered from each interview was written down at the moment and probed and 

double-checked with the interviewee in some cases, but for making sure no comments would 
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be missed (Bernard, 2006), interviews were recorded using a voice recorder after gaining 

interviewee‟s permission.  

 

In order to make sure of being synchronized in terms of some fundamental definitions to gain 

less noise in responses of interviewees, at the beginning of each interview, interviewees were 

informed of the usage of following meanings by the definition of Oxford dictionary (2011): 

 Aim: a purpose or intention; a desired outcome 

 Objective: a thing aimed at or sought; a goal.  

 It is noticeable that in terms of defining objectives, an example of a wildlife project was 

given to fully illustrate the difference between aim and objective. This has usually been 

the project implemented, in with the main aim has been conservation of Asiatic Cheetah 

but the objective have been capacity building and public awareness raisning among local 

community.  

 

3.3.3. Reviewing the Reports 

I reviewed 19 project reports in a similar way to Howe, (2006), Bottrill et al., (2011) and J. 

Fien et al. (2001), who did review the existing reports as the main documents of each 

conservation intervention.  The aim was to see how well reports are capturing success of 

projects. Reviewed documents were presented in different categories; from progress, midterm 

and final reports (for 15 projects) and/or power points (8 projects; 7 in addition to report and 1 

only p.p.t). Moreover, 3 documents were attached to the proposals or log-frames and 2 projects 

with their evaluation reports. This is because not all projects have had the same format of 

reporting and in few cases not all necessary final reports were submitted yet. 

 

      Improvement in categorization of Measures of Success 

A guide including measures of success was developed in data collecting of reports 

(Appendix.2). Categories for measures of success and the variables for them (Table.1) were 

developed, with four categories in mind (ecological, economic, behavioral and attitudinal), 

based on the approach of Brooks et al., (2006), Waylen et al., (2009 and 2010) and Howe, 

(2009). A fifth category was also used, under “Capacity Improvement (implementer and 
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targeted community)”. This covered any improvements in project managing and improvement 

in capabilities of the project team on one hand, and improvements such as capacity building, 

awareness raising, sustainability and independency of a project was considered under the title 

of capacity development of a program in different levels, on the other. This category was added 

because it was clearly felt to be important by the implementers and SGP.  

 

Another change to be considered in this part is that implementers did not clearly differentiate 

behavior and attitude. Following example would clarify this problem:  

Communication of local people with the project, local NGOs 

involvement, enthusiasm among the religious leader of the region 

and preventing a road building in the habitat after the project are 

all factors showing success of our project (Project implementer). 

Under our categorization of measures of success, all aspects except for enthusiasm among the 

religious leader of the region, which we define as a change in attitude, is considered as changes 

in behavior. 

 

Such mixed evidence of behavior and attitude changes were observed in this study and due to 

this, our final measures of success for the interviews was adopted as; Social impact on local 

community (Behaviour and attitude), Capacity development (both within the implementer team 

and local community), economic and ecological changes. Due to the fact that it was feasible for 

me to differentiate between attitude and behavior in my analysis of reports, all five categories 

of success could be used for the reports. In terms of reporting, where possible these two social 

changes are separated. 
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Table.1. Measures of success, used in report reviews. 

 

 

3.4. Data Analysis 

The overall approach of data analysis in this study was qualitative. 

Interviews were analyzed based on grounded theory, which is meant to both identify concepts 

and categories of a text and linking them to a practical theory (Glaser and Strauss 1967). 

Grounded theory gives freedom to the researcher to be interactive through the process by 

 Measure of 

Success 

  Definition               Variables 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

Ecological 

 

 

Consequences for 

species (or habitats) 

as being the targets 

of the conservation 

intervention 

(Brooks et al., 

2006) 

       

      a. Decrease of the threat  

      b. Increase of the sp. Population 

      c. Positive change in the habitat status 

      d. Better protection 

 

 

2 

 

 

 

Economic 

 

Consequences for 

monetary welfare of 

the communities 

involved (Brooks et 

al, 2006) 

     

      a. New income generation  

      b. Alternative income 

      c. Extend an existing income generation to be more     

beneficial 

      d. Increase in income of households  

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

 

Behavioral 

 

 

 

 

 

“The decisions, 

practices and 

actions of people, as 

individuals and as 

groups‟ (Byers, 

1996). 

 

       

  

      a. Positive change leading to reduction of threat 

      b. Interest to collaborate in conservation activities 

      c. Alteration or avoidance towards existing negative 

impact 

      d. Adoption of new-conservation behavior  

4 Attitudinal People‟s “feelings, 

values or beliefs” 

(Henerson et al., 

1987) 

     a. Evidence of positive view on the aims of the project 

      b. Criticizing any existing threat  

     c. Any volunteer initiation in terms of conservation 

5 Capacity 

development  

(Implementer and 

targeted 

community) 

Capacity 

development (In 

environment) is the 

process giving 

theability to 

societies to identify 

and solve ecological 

problems (Ja¨nicke 

& Weidner, 1997) 

      

     A) Evidence of independency 

     B) Evidence of sustainability  

     C) Project being a pilot for more intervention 

     D) Stakeholder engagement and collaboration 

     E) Awareness raising 

     F) Capacity building 
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“memoing” (taking notes of coding‟s and potential hypothesis) and identify the themes in the 

text (Bernard, 2006).  

All semi-structured interviews were summarized and translated from Farsi to English. All texts 

were coded considering the main themes (measures of success) for relevant topics and any new 

topics that emerged through the process of analysis were included. Recommendations and 

advices were coded using the Nvivo technique, in which we used the actual phrases of some 

respondents to name groups (Strauss and Corbin, 1990:68).  

 

Unstructured interview was summarized, translated and confirmed by interviewee. Afterward, 

main topics, perception and strategy of SGP towards success and evaluation were reported.  

Having the main themes (Measures of success), Content analysis has been the main approach 

of data analyzing in this study. Also, where applicable content analysis was used to capture 

comparable data (e.g. factors hindering success). Meaning that when answers could not be 

categorized under the categories of measures of success, they have been grouped after coding 

the text and reported in broad categories of their own. 

 

In reporting the results, direct exemplars quotes are reported to lead the reader understand what 

has been explored from the text (Bernard, 2006). Quotations were written to support the 

inductions and do not mean that all responses have been quoted exactly the same way, but 

some samples are given as an illustration of a category.  
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4. Results  
 

This chapter presents results obtained from three lines of evidence; interviews with the project 

implementers, an interview with the SGP secretariat and examination of project reports. To 

increase comparability between the methods, I report the results in order of the main topics of 

the interview guide. The points made by the Member of Iranian SGP Steering Committee are 

also included when relevant.  

 

4.1. When is a project successful? Perception of implementers and funder towards 

success 

 

4.1.1.What is considered as success? 

 The results show that the implementers address and define success of their projects as 

covering 58 points (Figure 2). Among these, 6 main points were related to “capacity 

development” both for implementer and local community (independency, sustainability, 

capacity development, being a pilot project, stakeholder engagement and awareness raising). 

Within this category the sustainability of an intervention has had the highest rank in 

comparison with all other factors mentioned (n=10). Independency of the local team during 

and after a conservation program has been the second highest ranked factor in this category 

(n=7) but was ranked lower than change in behavior in Social impacts category (n=9). Also, 

attitudinal changes were frequently mentioned (n=7). Ecological and economic changes along 

with improvement in capacity of the local community, awareness raising and sensitising were 

mentioned almost equally (n=3,4,5 respectively) and the ability of being a pilot for more 

conservation actions and stakeholder engagement had nearly the same rank (n=2 and n=3,) 

respectively. 

 

It is worth saying that a majority of respondents (n=8), believe that defining success of a 

project would not be complete without considering the existing conditions, mainly in political 

and social terms. Also some argued that success is a temporal fact and should be investigated 

in a longer time scale rather than in a short period of time. 
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Figure 2. Factors illustrating success mentioned by implementers. Categorised by measures of success 

categories.  

 

When assessing the reports as the next line of evidence, it was observed that although most of 

the factors of success mentioned above were targeted for, but these were not categorized as to 

be directly indicating „success‟. For instance, most of the reporters refer to the establishment of 

a local team as an indicator of sustainability, while there is no direct question asking about 

implementer‟s perception on success per se. 

 

This is while; SGP does not give “one” concrete definition of success. By SGP‟s definition, a 

programme will be recognised to be successful when it has been able to mitigate an existing 

threat to biodiversity, could mitigate poverty and gives importance to national ownership. 

Also, conducting a systematic habitat management considering the social justice and Benefit 

sharing regarding natural habitats and assets are other aspect of a successful project to SGP. 

One other important factor illustrating success of a project in SGP is to share knowledge and 

lessons of a project with other implementers, stakeholders and government. SGP also finds that 

sustainability and independency of a project are factors illustrating success and effectiveness of 

a project last but not least, SGP tracks the success in any capacity improvement of the local 

core or implementers, meaning that capacity development of both sides of an intervention 

would illustrate success to this organization. This could be exemplified in any improvement in 
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project management, communication, co-fund rising, collaboration with stakeholders and 

government (especially for NGOs). 

4.1.2. Scaling projects’ success  

Here I report the answers given by the implementers to the question of scaling the success of 

projects on a scale of 0 to 4, where: 

  4 is exceeded,  

 3 is fully fulfilled,  

 2 is mostly fulfilled,  

 1 is some fulfilled,  

 And 0 is not at all. 

I am illustrating this in a table in which I compare the average scales given to each main 

activity of a project with the overall number given to success of projects by managers. Almost 

half of the implementers (n=7) scored their main activities either higher (n=3) or lower (n=4) 

that the scale they gave to overall project success (Table 2). The other half  (n=6) evaluated 

their overall and divided success with almost the same scale. 

 
Table 2. Comparison of the average score of main activities and overall score of 

project success stated by implementers. 

Interviewee Average Scoring of main activities Scoring overall project success 

1 2.6 4 

11 3.75 4 

3 3 3 

4 2.3 3 

5 2.5 3 

6 3 3 

12 2.5 3 

13 3 3 

10 2 3 

7 1.6 2 

2 2.6 2 

8 2.8 2 

9 2.5 2 
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In response to the question asking if evaluating projects only against the aims, objectives and 

ticking the boxes of activities would produce a fair understanding of its actual success, except 

for one “yes” response all others said “No”. Reasons of negative answers could be summarised 

to: 

- Difficulty of capturing social success in comparison with biological achievements: 

          The existing indicators are not adequate enough to 

illustrate social changes (project implementer). 

- Due to different types of projects even within SGP, different approaches are required to 

capture all aspects of success. 

- Limitations of log-frames; activities might change in the time scale of the project due to 

the existing situation. Also, many issues have not been touched in Log-frame. As one 

of the interviewee said: 

A change of the attitude among local community does not 

usually have a line in log-frame to be ticked after the 

implementation (Project implementer)! 

 

The only positive answer to this question was: 

Yes, what else can be done at the moment? But 

improvement is required (Project implementer). 

 

4.1.3. Factors contributing to success of a project 

The implementers mentioned 38 factors as to be the factors, which lead their projects gaining 

more success. These factors then were categorised into 7 categories (Table 4).   

Also, Table 3 shows the prioritization of these 7 categories. Local community‟s support and 

collaboration has been the main factor leading to success in these types of projects (n=10). 

Table 3 explains the motives that could be related to the characteristic of the project (being an 

initiative, tangibility and attraction of the aim and activities (e.g. Bird watching) or 

corresponding religious believes of local community towards project‟s aim). Also, willingness 

to change and capacity of the local community for expecting the program was mentioned as 
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other reasons of this collaboration. Beneficial outcomes of a conservation intervention are 

similarly another motivator (e.g. sustainable fishing in artificial coral reef generating project). 

 

Table 3.Categories and prioritization of Factors contributing to success as stated by implementers. 

  Factors leading to success Top 

priority 

Second 

priority 

Third 

priority 

Total 

1 Local communities support and collaboration 2 6 2 10 

2 Structure of the implementer team 3 1 3 7 

 

3 

Confidence building 1 3 2 6 

4 Funder (SGP)'s moral support 2 0 2 4 

5 Acquaintance with 

(cultural/ethnological/ecological/threats, needs and 

problems) 

 

2 

 

1 

 

1 

 

4 

6 Governmental support (monitory and moral) 1 2 1 4 

7 Positive effects of pre-existing conservation projects 2 0 1 3 

 Total 13 13 12 38 

 

One other factor leading to success is implementers to appreciate and make use of local 

knowledge. It is noticeable that local community engagement and support was not mentioned 

as the top priority for majority of respondents, but as the second important factor (n=6). 

Second top factor contributing to success was related to the structure of the team (motivation, 

scientific support. etc.), (n=7). But this factor and confidence building among local community 

and stakeholders do not defer in abundance (n=6).  Affinity and, acquaintance with local and 

regional culture, ecology, threats and needs, along with SGP‟s moral support and also 

governmental collaboration and support are mentioned to support a project and have similar 

importance in bringing success to projects. Moreover, embedded confidence and support 

provided by pre-existing conservation projects are likely to bring success to another project in 

the same site. 
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Table 4. Factors leading to success, stated by implementers 

 Factors leading to more success Categories 

1 - Focused field of activity (Bird watching) and tangibility of the activity (easy to get involved) 

- Religious beliefs of local women  

- Local community‟s enthusiasm regarding project aim and activities  

- Local community‟s support and usage of the local knowledge  

- Collaboration of the local community  

- Fishermen participation (benefit for fishermen)  

- Local community‟s enthusiasm regarding project‟s aim (willingness to change) 

- Being an initiative in the region  

- Activities have been interesting so people tended to get involved. 

- Local community‟s capacity leading to more collaboration 

  

Local communities support and collaboration  

 

 

2 - Uncorrupted team members  

- Skilled experts‟ support 

- Dedication of the implementers  

- Scientific support of the team 

- Motivation of the team 

 

 

 Structure of the implementer team 

3 - Successful confidence building by implementers  

-  Broad audience among public and broad public awareness 

- Effective relationship with enthusiastic local people  

- Trust between team and local community due to having the local office  

- Trust between local community and the implementers  

- Constant relationship with stakeholders  

  

Confidence building  

 

 

4 - SGP‟s support   Funder (SGP)'s moral support  

5 - Being familiar with the region, it‟s culture and local community, threats and the needs of people 

- Consider and help them with their needs to our capacity 
 Acquaintance with 

(Cultural/ethnological/ecological/threats, needs 

and problems) 

6 - Comprehensive support from government stakeholders (due to the good relation based on the 

last project 

- Support and collaboration of local government and local teams in the region 

- Collaboration of stakeholder 

 Governmental support (monitory and moral) 

support  

 

 

7 - Fortunate situation provided by the initiative projects before 

- Supports from the existing eco-tourism project in the region 

- Continues work following an existing project in the area  

 Positive effects of pre-existing conservation 

projects 
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4.1.4 Factors hindering success of a project: 

There were 32 factors named by implementers as the most important factors hindering the 

success of their projects. These factors were categorised in 9 different groups (Table 6).   Also 

Table 5 shows the level of importance of these categories to implementers. The highest 

obstructing factor in the way of these projects to succeed has been the limitation or absence of 

governmental collaboration and support (n=6, with n=5 as top priority). This was mentioned 

mainly as to have been a problem at the starting phase of some projects. Changes in 

governmental management and policies and yet limited access to information and co-funding 

were assumed as evidence of this factor. It is important to notice that some respondents 

differentiated the provincial governmental organizations in local level, which mainly 

collaborated with projects, with the head departments in the capital, which were less 

collaborative. There is not a great difference between other hindering factors.  

 

Table 5. Factors hindering success, mentioned by implementers ranked by level of priority. 

  Top 

priority 

Second 

priority 

Third 

priority 

Total 

1 Limited or no collaboration and support from 

government 

5 1 0 6 

2 Limited fund or co-funding 2 1 1 4 

3 Socio-cultural challenges 0 1 3 4 

4 Low level of trust and awareness regarding project 

aims at the first phase 

1 2 1 4 

5 Being a pilot project 1 2 0 3 

6 Mismatched expectation 1 1 1 3 

7 Project design (limited staff and time for big 

amount of work) 

0 1 2 3 

8 Project related time-lags 2 1 0 3 

9 Distance 1 0 1 2 

 Total 13 10 9 32 
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Similar in abundance (n=4); limited fund and time-consuming process of co-fund raising, slow 

process due to socio-cultural challenges (e.g. poverty, addiction, biased beliefs etc.) and low 

level of trust and lack of awareness among targeted community are other hindering factors 

mentioned in this context. It appears that the project being of a pilot nature, difficulties in 

project design and its time lags as well as mismatched expectations of some projects have 

brought equal gradualness to some programs. Moreover, location of a project site and the 

distance that the implementer should travel to reach site, has been mentioned as another 

hindering factor, being time and cost effective (some had to travel up to 1300km). Bad weather 

condition also was another factor mentioned by one interviewee. 

 

Tracking factors hindering success in reports is based on the answers to two separate questions; 

“what have been the non predicted problems during project implementation?” and “Which 

activities lag the project‟s logical frame work? Explain the barriers please” (questions 5 and 8 

of Progress Reports) (Appendix 3). 

By reviewing 19 reports of projects, 7 broad categories were described as factors hindering 

success. It is important to notice that 2 of the projects are not completed and not all reports 

have been submitted in a similar format. Therefore, 7 of the existing reports out of 17 did not 

answer clearly to the questions. It appears that implementation of a pilot project and difficulties 

of facing the lack of awareness and low level of trust in local community towards projects aims 

and objectives have been the most effective factors hindering success (Table 5).  Bad weather 

condition and long distances, limited governmental support and collaboration as well as socio-

cultural challenges and time lags due to project design were all at the same level of importance. 

Mismatch expectation of a project was another factor being stated by reporters. Ownership 

(Basically a problem for projects dealing with agricultural activities to rehabilitate a plant 

species) has been one other factor slowing down the process of intervention. 

 

Comparison of reports and interviews shows that reports have been capturing the majority of 

factors, which the majority f them have been mentioned by implementers as well. Limited fund 

or co-funding along with low level of trust and awareness in local people at the beginning of a 

project are the categories not covered in reports. This is while there have not been any factors 

related to ownership and difficulties merged because of this factor to a project in interviews. 
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Table 6.Factors hindering success stated by implementer, Repeated sentenced are excluded from this table  

 Factors hindering success Categories 

1 - Limited access to Gov. documents and information. 

- Problems with co-funding and support due to changes in CACP‟s management 

- No collaboration from DOE in first years of the project 

- Limited collaboration of Gov. in capital (CACP/ the GEF project). 

- Socio-political issues (effecting the collaboration from Gov. 

- Changes of Gov. managers and changes in their perception of the project‟s aim and activity 

Limited or no collaboration and support from 

government 

2 - Limited fund  

- Limited co-funding in some public school (Stakeholder) 
Limited fund or co-funding 

3 - Social conflicts (hunting motivations etc.)  

- Poverty and addiction amongst local community 

- Lack of public awareness among tourists (in second phase of the activities) 

-Biased beliefs among public about animals (fear of getting infected by touching animals) 

Socio-cultural challenges 

4 - Low confidence of local people towards the aim and impacts of the project  

- No feedbacks from local community in the firs year of the project   

- Young local team and no experience existing in the local community of such activities 

- Lack of public awareness among local community  

Low level of trust and awareness regarding 

project aims at the first phase  

5 - Being a pilot project and limited existing experience  

- Limited information on some activities of the project and hard communication with similar 

projects in the world  

- Being a pilot project and slow process  

Being a pilot project 

6 - No economical benefit existed (hard to make the project outcomes sustainable  

- Economical expectations (due to some un-finished projects in the region)  

- No tourists coming to the village yet slow process of eco-tourism cycle 

Mismatched expectation 

7 - Big amount of activities with limited staff and time 

- Unachievable indicators in budget design (lessons learnt in first year of the project) 

- Under estimation of activities in project design  

Project design (limited staff and time for big 

amount of work) 

8 - Time consuming process of finding enthusiastic local people  

- Budget line version in SGP was not the final one and the process was time-consuming to correct 

this issue  

- Changes in project management and slow process of update by the new managers  

Project related time-lags  

9 - Long distance 

- Costly transportation 
Distance 
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 4.1.5. Recommendations to gain more success in similar projects 

Recommendations for starting similar projects and gaining more success have been categorized 

under 8 categories out of 37 responses (Table 8). the prioritisation of these categories describes 

the high value of familiarity with ecological and social status of the project site (n=12) (Table 

7). This factor has been mentioned with equal priority as second and third priorities. Good 

project design (appropriate allocation of time, money, activities and funder‟s perception being 

considerate) comprises the second factor (n=7). Other factors do not appear to show 

meaningful priority differences. Being familiar with similar projects, indicators and lessons 

they have learnt are almost as important as reviewing projects in the same project site. Visiting 

the project sites of similar nature was also mentioned under this category. Gaining more 

success also was assumed being related to finding enthusiastic people in the local community 

as well as developing effective communication with them and implementers also recommended 

communication with stakeholders. Again having capable and skilled teams of implementers is 

another factor stated as to be important. 

 

 

Table 7. Recommended factors for starting similar project to gain more success, stated by implementers 

ranked by the level of priority 

 Recommendations for starting similar project Top 

priority 

Second 

priority 

Third 

priority 

Total 

1 Acquaintance with region, ecological condition, 

local community's needs, culture and believes 

4 4 4 12 

2 Good project design 4 2 1 7 

3 Revision of similar projects 4 0 1 5 

4 Skilled team 0 2 2 4 

5 Stakeholder engagement 0 1 2 3 

6 Effective communication with the local community 2 0 1 3 

7 Revision on what has been done in the region 0 2 1 3 

8 Finding and spending enough time on enthusiastic 

local people 

0 2 0 2 

 Total 14 13 10 37 
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Table 8: Factors to be recommended for starting a similar project, which leads to more success, stated by implementer. Repeated sentenced are excluded from this 

table  

 Recommendations to Implementers                                                                                                                      

 

Categories 

1 - Knowing the region (not just looking at the map and the distribution of the species (it might 

not be possible to have a community-based project with drug dealers)  

- Quantification of threats and current ecological situation  

- Spending time on knowing peoples‟ visions and perceptions  

- Considering the believes and existing situation in one area and local people‟s needs  

Acquaintance with region, ecological condition, 

local community's needs, culture and believes 

2 - Considering funders‟ criteria and concerns (saving time)  

- Spending enough time on project design  

- Dividing the activities during time scale (time management 

- Allocation enough money  

Being clear about the project‟s aim and objective 

Good project design 

3 - Visiting similar project sites 

- Reviewing baseline data in globe and implementation possibilities for the region 

- Revision of similar project in the world and considering their indicators of success  

Revision of similar projects  

4 - Optimism of the team  

- Supervision of scientists and skilled facilitators  

- Have a good team 

Skilled team 

5 - Gaining the trust and support of the governmental stakeholders  

- Synchronization with stakeholders and gaining all compulsory permits  

- Investigate the relationships between your effort and the stakeholders (Stakeholder analysis) 

Stakeholder engagement  

6 - Respect and use the local knowledge  

- Organising a festival at the starting phase of the project to; gaining information from local 

community and giving clear picture of the project 

- Introducing a successful similar project to people in order to make them believe in the aims 

and impacts of the project 

Effective communication with the local 

community 

7 - Reviewing what has been done there  Revision on what has been done in the region 

8 - Searching for enthusiastic group of people  

- Spending time on enthusiastic key people in the community  

Finding and spending enough time on enthusiastic 

local people 
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4.1.6. Advices to SGP to improve projects’ success 

Advices to SGP in order to increase success of its projects more generally have been 

categorized under 3 main groups (Table 10). Moreover, by looking at the Table 9 it is 

noticeable that implementers suggest that one of the most important factors to be considered 

bye SGP is to change some of their practices. This contains simplifying reporting system and 

including information gathered from meeting as a part of the evaluation. Being more adaptive 

towards project activities, more collaboration in project designing phase, Gathering 

information of lessons learnt of similar projects and paying more attention to this data is other 

item to be noticed. Also in terms of baseline reports implementers believe that SGP should pay 

more attention to such information gathered and find the best usage of this information. 

 

This is while, by reviewing the reports and interview with member of steering committee of 

SGP, changes in reporting system and attempt to simplification of reporting is obvious. Also, 

as the head of SGP claims this organization does not consider the reports as the only document 

of a project, but tracks changes and improvements of an intervention through all kind of reports 

as well as meeting outcomes and site visits. Lessons learnt have been stated to be one 

important outputs of each project and SGP insists on the necessity of learning process. 

 

Implementers secondly have been mentioning the relationship difficulties as another factor that 

should be deliberated by SGP in order to gain more success. This means SGP could improve 

the likelihood of a project success by having more site visits and yet supporting the 

implementers, focusing more on local NGOs in some cases and understanding the limitations 

of local NGO engagements in few other projects and choosing young conservationists to work 

under the supervision of skilled experts. 

The third category is related to Capacity of SGP, mainly this means that SGP should be 

employing experts from different field of related knowledge to be focused on evaluation as 

equal as other aspects of an intervention. This has been also mentioned both by the member of 

steering committee and head of SGP herself. All interviewees have mentioned limited number 

of staff and great amount of different projects. 
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Table 9. Advices to SGP as the funder to gain more success in projects, stated by implementer. Repeated sentenced are excluded from this table  

 Advices Categories 

1 - Simplifying the reporting system and being more adaptive to the projects 

- Regular meetings with project implementers to talk about the problems and lessons learnt   

- Looking at the meetings as the additional information gathering of the reports 

- Giving feedbacks on reports during project activities 

- Insisting on the baseline report (social-economical-ecological situation of the area 

- Designing log-frame, Budget line and time tables with collaboration with managers  

- Not to generalize all indicators for all projects 

- Gathering information of lessons learnt of some similar projects in one document rather than one for each 

projects 

Change in Practice 

2 - More sites visits; supporting the team in front of local community and making the implementers more 

enthusiastic.  

- Considering the limitations of collaboration with local NGOs in some regions and cooperation with some 

small governmental organizations in some regions 

- Engagement of skilled experts in activities  

- Preferring enthusiastic people to some experts in some cases  

- More evaluation and monitoring of the project by more site visits rather than reviewing reports  

- Giving more projects to local NGOs rather than NGOs based in the Capital 

- Being more official in terms of collaboration with implementers 

Relationship difficulties  

3 - Placing equal emphasize on evaluation and other aspects of one project.  

- Employment of one staff just on M & E rather than defining projects of evaluation  

- More funds  

- Extension of such project to observe the impact and outcomes in time scale 

- Knowledgeable comity of 3 people as the heads of SGP to be more democratic and more capable of 

managing projects in limited time.   

- More staff differing in fields of knowledge  

Capacity of SGP 
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Table 10. Categories of advices to SGP to improve projects‟ success, stated by implementers., ranked by the level 

of priority. 

 Advice to SGP to improve 

projects' success 

Top priority Second 

priority 

Third priority Total 

1 Change in Practice 7 6 4 17 

2 Relationship difficulties 4 3 4 11 

3 Capacity of SGP 2 4 2 8 

 Total 13 13 10 36 

 

 

4.2. Evaluation of projects  

4.2.1.How is the evaluation done? 

The majority of Implementers experienced that project evaluation during implementation has a 

high value to SGP (n=6 for very important and n=5 for important). This is tow managers felt 

that it is not that important (Figure 3). 

In comparison, excluding two unfinished project, 10 out of 11 stated that it is either very 

important or important to be evaluated after finishing the project (n=7 and n=3, respectively). 

One claimed that SGP does not give that much of importance to evaluation in the final phase. 

Evidence of importance of evaluation both during and at the end of a project was stated to be; 

constant communication with project at all times, midterm and final evaluation workshops with 

presence of local team and stakeholders. 

 

 

Figure 3. Importance of evaluation of a project (a) during it's implementation and 

(b) when project is completed, stated by implementers. 
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In terms of process of M&E in SGP, almost all projects have had constant communication and 

meeting with SGP, usually report revisions have been done and all projects have had midterm 

and/or final evaluation workshops, mostly with participation of local team and stakeholders 

(participatory evaluation). However, it has been stated that not all of these workshops have had 

specific feedbacks. Site visit has been another way the projects have been evaluated. Also at 

the project design phase feedback is given to proposal and log-frames. For projects with 

material outputs like handicrafts, brochures, booklets, etc. feedback on the material is 

considered as a way of M&E. 

All project except for one (Project D) were meant to write baseline reports and all education 

activities have had post/pre-tests, but as one of the project managers claims:  

“Baseline did not communicate between SGP and us in terms of 

evaluation, it is just a report of existing situation and does not 

include any indicator” (Project implementer).  

 

Reviewing reports showed that the majority of project produced baseline reports, 14 have 

mentioned this report in their progress reports, from which 4 have compared the current and 

previous status as a way of illustrating impact of the project. 

 

In response to the same question, SGP mentioned that monitoring during evaluation plays less 

important role than evaluation when a project is finished (a=1 and b=2) for them. This is due to 

this fact that SGP believes that internal evaluation implemented by all involved parties of a 

program is effective but still requires improvements. Implementers should become familiar 

with this approach and become capable of reporting their methodologies and outcomes to let 

SGP have a better understanding of their activities and impacts. It will take time for both SGP 

and managers to learn how to find their adopted indicators and how to communicate. SGP tries 

to address this shortage with more communication and teamwork. Moreover, all sorts of 

communications from reviewing the reports, meetings, site visits, newsletters, events and 

products of projects are considered as tools of evaluation for this organization. As stated both 

my head of SGP and Member of Steering Committee there has been a simplifying trend in 

reporting system in SGP in last 7-8 years and they tend to look at reports as a tool of 

communication in project‟s progress: 
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Reporting is a tool of communication rather than advertisement of 

implementers. The format is up to the grantee; even to some extend 

the media of reporting (with communities that are more comfortable 

with verbal tools, taped interviews are also accepted. When we 

review the reports or participate in participatory mid term and final 

reviews of the project, we look at the processes, we compare the 

work done to the baseline and the indicators and we have learned 

that (Head of SGP). 

 

The main factors SGP wants to capture from reports are; who got involved with the project 

(locals, stakeholders, donors, government, etc.). What have been the pre-project activities? 

Baseline and a comprehensive comparison of post and pre status. 

In SGP‟s perception evaluation is when: 

We want to be aware of what we are doing in comparison with what 

we wanted to do in a project. Also, we look at evaluation as a 

process of advocacy and capacity development of groups. However, 

the processes in participatory projects should also be taken into 

account. (Head of SGP) 

 

SGP agrees that due to limited number of staff (n=2) and funds allocated for M&E they are 

not evaluating projects success in their ideal way. As an example feedbacks are given to 

managers through communication on the evaluation workshops or even regular 

communications. Still considering all limitations, SGP believes that the only effective way of 

evaluation and capturing success is the participatory evaluation that has shown following 

good aspects: 

- An ongoing process which is always in touch with implementers, 

- Internal process which will involve all stakeholders and implementers, and 

- Is covering a combination of developmental and environmental indicators 

 

Moreover, this type of evaluation is a learning system for both SGP and Implementers. SGP 

does not separate itself from projects and all the parties. 

At the same time, more than limitations, SGP is aware of the weaknesses of the 

current evaluation system: 
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- Not all methods and approaches of implementers activities would be 

captured 

- Implementers have limited experience with this system and yet can not 

contribute as much as required 

- Reporting system cannot identify outcomes as much as required. 

It is important to notice that SGP is paying more attention to baseline studies by 

funding pre-project assessment programmes. Also, independent environmentalists 

are the backbone of the programme that help SGP in technical feedbacks. 

 

4.2.2 Effectiveness of Evaluation  

 

4.2.3. How effective are the evaluations of SGP to improve projects during 

implementation and how much it affects the final level of success? 

The majority of respondents claim that SGPs‟ evaluation improved their performance during 

project (n=6 for effective and n=2 for very effective) (Figure 4). In many cases SGP has helped 

implementers especially the new NGOs‟ to improve their project and mentioned missing 

activities, prevented any twisting regarding the aim of the project during the project process. 

Apart from two respondents who did not find this evaluation useful or even not useful at all, 3 

interviewees gave neutral response to this question. These are mainly managers who have not 

received a clear feedback on their project status and so they were not sure about the SGPs‟ 

perception toward project and have just continued their approach without any changes applied. 

There is almost the same pattern for the level of effectiveness of evaluation on overall success 

of projects. Except for two projects that are still in process the majority of implementers found 

the evaluation effective to very effective on their overall success (n=5 and n=3 for effective 

and very effective respectively). Comments on this response show the importance of 

motivation, identification of the problems and flaws of project process through evaluation.  

Others, who did not find the evaluations effective on their success, relate this to the limited 

feedbacks they received from funder, so there have not been any basic changes in approach 

again. 
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4.2.4. How well did SGP understand projects’ success and to what extend did it help 

future similar projects gain more success? 

In response to both questions related to level of usefulness of evaluation in understanding 

project success and improvement of similar future projects, majority of implementers selected 

the “don‟t know” option (n=7 for understanding success of their projects and n=6 for 

improvement of other projects) (Figure 4). Comments on these answers illustrate that managers 

did not receive proper feedbacks on their overall success assessment by SGP, so they are not 

sure about the extend of SGP‟s understanding their success. 

 

In terms of understanding projects success the rest of the interviewees except for one, believe 

that SGP has gained a good picture of their success through evaluations (n=5 for option 

+1(does understand)). This usually applies for projects that have been represented as successful 

projects to GEF. Still the majority believed that nobody could have a complete picture of a 

project success without being in the project site, considering baseline status, following the 

process and capturing the impacts of an intervention in all field (measures of success). 

With a little difference, implementers think that SGP does benefit from evaluating their 

projects to increase success of future ones (n=4 for +2(very useful)). The reason of this has 

been stated to be manager‟s experience on their own project and the communication they had 

with SGP and previous projects. Also, some mentioned the follow-up projects emerging after 

evaluation of their own project (Figure 4). 

 

 
Figure 4. Proportion of scales given to indicate (A) the level of usefulness of evaluation to SGP to understand 

projects' success and (B) evaluation helping SGP improving success of future similar projects 
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4.2.5. Recommended changes to the monitoring and evaluation process to SGP and 

implementers 

Recommendations to SGP in order to improve it‟s evaluation of success were categorized 

under two main categories (Table 11). Change in Practice, includes regular and participatory 

evaluation along with giving more feedback, being more tolerant regarding projects 

outcomes and giving time to see the changes.  

In terms of Capacity of SGP, almost all recommendations are related to the limited number 

of staff and absence of a full time skilled evaluator in secretariat. 

 

Table 11. Recommended changes to the monitoring and evaluation process to SGP 

 Recommendations to SGP for better evaluation of success. 

Change in 

practice 

- Giving time to problems and mistakes 

- Regular evaluation of projects and giving more feedback to implementers 

- Participatory evaluation of a project with similar projects 

- Random evaluations and site visits 

Capacity of 

SGP 

- employing of skilled evaluator  

- Having a staff concentrated on evaluation rather than projects doing 

evaluation (employing more staff) 

- Having an external evaluator for regular evaluations 

 

Recommendations to implementers improving evaluation of their success were categorised in 

two groups; “Project design and implementation” and “Relation with SGP” (Table 11). 

Different aspects of project design from including documentation, well prepared baseline 

reports, usage of quantitative tools of evaluation (e.g. questioners or post/pre tests for 

educational activities) were mentioned.  More than that, considering social and biological 

measures of success and developing indicators (such as peoples‟ enthusiasm) were other 

factors to be considered by implementers. Implementers should also broaden their 

communication with SGP to update and compare their achievements with them and other 

practitioners. Also, they should demand more feedbacks and synchronise their definition of 

success to perform better in evaluation process. 
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Table 12. Recommendations to Implementers improving monitoring and Evaluation. 

 

 

 

Recommendations to implementers to improve the evaluation of success 

Project design 

and 

implementatio

n 

- Self evaluate once in a while (look at aim and objective and outcomes and 

achievements at each major phase) 

- Combining social and biological sciences to assess better their impacts 

- Documentation (video, photo, etc.) 

- Preparation of comprehensive baseline reports 

- Using questioners and post/pre-tests for education activities as a tool of 

assessment 

- Considering sustainable activity of local community's and enthusiasm of 

people as indicators of success 

- Spending enough time designing project and indicators and include 

evaluation in process and clear definition of aims and objectives 

In relation 

with SGP 

- Ask SGP for feedbacks  

- Synchronizing their definition of success with SGP 

-Inviting the funder before and after project to the site, in order to illustrate the 

changes 
- Communication with SGP and other groups to be able to compare and 

exchange information of their lessons and achievements. 
 

4.3.Tracking measures of success in reports  

Tracking evidence of measures of success in the reports was feasible by investigating answers 

of the following questions in progress reports (Appendix 3) this data is summerised in Table 

13. 

7-2-What have been the project benefits for executer or local community? 

7-4-What have been the income generating or job creating activities of this project? 

7-3 - Is the project replicated in any other area (s)?            

8- What have been the project‟s impacts (on executer, local community, 

environment, …) so far? 

11-2-Project sustainability activities. 

12-1- Notable Community participation in project execution. 

12-2- Project Emphasis on sustainable livelihood. 

12-3- Significant participation of indigenous people in project execution.  

12-4- Project impact on policy. 
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12-5- Project influence on capacity building of local community.   

 

1. Ecological changes: 6 out of 19 project reports did not give clear evidence of any ecological 

changes in their targeted species. 2 projects were not targeting any unique species and were not 

supposed to report any impact on one species (projects; B & D). Among other projects, the 

majority covered one or two variables (n=8). Most of the projects (n=9) mentioned “better 

protection” as their ecological impact. Increase in species population has been the last variable 

to be addressed by reports. Decrease of threat and positive change in habitat were mentioned 5 

times each. 

2. Economic changed: nine reports shown three or two variables of economic changes (new 

income generating, alternative income, extend an existing income generation to be more 

beneficial and increase income of households) (n=5, n=4 for two and three variables 

respectively). The variable related to extend of an existing income has the highest rate (n=8). 

This category was not applicable to 5 projects (projects; B, C, D, S & L). 3 projects did not 

give clear evidence of such changes, in 2 it was because the projects are still in process and no 

economic change has happened yet.  

3. Changes in Behaviour:  All reports except for 3 have reported some evidence of behaviour 

changes in their target groups. More than half of them addressed 3 or 4 variables (n=4 for 3 

variables and n=6 for 4). 6 reports have only met one variable. Interest to collaboration in 

conservation activities has been the first variable mentioned in reports (n=15) and Alteration or 

avoidance towards existing negative impact, positive change leading to reduction of thereat and 

adoption of new conservation behaviour have been mentioned as well (n=11, n=10 and n=8 

respectively). 

4. Attitudinal changes: similar to behavior changes 3 projects did not give any clear evidence 

of such changes in their targeted groups. 12 out of 16 reports showed 1 or 2 signs of attitudinal 

changes (n=6 for both). n=4 reports have met all variables of such changes as well. The main 

variable mentioned by reporters was volunteer initiation in terms of conservation (n=12). 

Evidence of positive view on the aim of the project has been the second variable mentioned 

(n=11) and criticizing existing threats was mentioned 6 times. 

 5. Capacity development (Implementer and targeted community): Interestingly, only one 

report did not give clear evidence of this measure of success. It is important to notice that one 

project report (Project A) was not in hand after development of this the fifth measure and yet is 
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not included here. Among 17 projects with evidence of capacity development 5 have covered 

all variables. While 5 others addressed 4 and the rest had five or 3 evidences. Improvement of 

capacities among implementer and locals had the highest rank (n=17), awareness raising with 

n=16 was the second variable mentioned. Stakeholder engagement and sustainability of the 

project have been mentioned with high frequency in reports (n=15 and n=12 correspondingly). 

Project becoming a pilot for more interventions and independency were the last two variables 

mentioned (n=11 and n=5 respectively). 

 Measure of 

success 

NA 1 2 3 4 5 6 NC Total 

1 Ecological 2 4 4 1 2   6 19 

2 Economic 4 2 5 4 0   4 19 

3 Behaviour 0 6 0 4 6   3 19 

4 Attitudinal 0 6 6 4    3 19 

5 Capacity 

Development 

0 0 0 3 5 4 5 1 18* 

Table 13. Measures of success mentioned in reports. Numbers of the first row illustrate the number of variables 

met by reports. Numbers of columns show the number of project.   

*One report was not in hand of the reviewer after development of fifth measure of success. (NA=Not Applicant, 

NC=No Clear evidence in reports) 
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5. Discussion       
  

Effective evaluation of conservation has recently been discussed among conservationists in 

order to improve priority setting and to help them learn from their interventions (Stem et al., 

2005; Kleiman et al., 2000; Salafsky et al., 2009; Saterson et al., 2004; Bottrill et al., 2011). 

Although there have been difficulties finding the best approach (Stem et al, 2005), many have 

tried to solve this problem. One fundamental flaw of this increasing trend in evaluation is the 

limited possibility of putting the suggested approaches into practice. This may partly be 

because of the lack of clarity and consistency in definitions and terminologies (Stem et al., 

2005; Brooks et al., 2006). For example it is often not clear what different stakeholders mean 

by 'success'. Moreover, in the real world conservation practitioners do not usually collect the 

types of data required for these idealistic monitoring and evaluation processes (Bottrill et al., 

2011). In this study I have illustrated this gap between reality and idealised M&E using the 

wildlife related projects of SGP-Iran. I discuss the ability of the current evaluation system to 

identify the factors leading to a project's conservation success and give recommendations for 

improvement in the light of the constraints and opportunities faced by SGP-Iran.  

 

5.1. Conservation Success (What should be tracked?) 

The definition of success of a biodiversity wildlife project of SGP in Iran, either given by 

implementers or SGP itself has differences with definition of a conservation success given by 

an evaluation activist system like CCF. For example CCF define success as: “increasing the 

likelihood of persistence of native ecosystems, habitats, species, and/or populations in the wild 

(without adverse effects on human well-being)” (Kapos et al., 2008).  

 

Here, in SGP and implementers definition success pays a great concern to social impacts and 

involves a combination of factors. Along with ecological changes, success is defined in social, 

economical and also broadly in capacity development caused by interventions. Changes in 

behavior, attitude, improvement of capacity and awareness among targeted communities, as 

well as sustainability of an intervention are widely important to define success of such 

programs. To a great extent this is due to the ICDP characteristics of SGP projects that are 

integrated with developmental activities and follow community-base approaches. Also, SGP 
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projects have multiple objectives and contribute to both social and ecological goals (McShane 

and Wells, 2004). Similar to Brooks et al., (2006) and Waylen et al., (2009) local community 

engagement as a factor leading to success, which acts the same time could be interrupted by 

social cultural challenges or low level of trust among locals regarding aim and objectives of a 

project, illustrates the importance of social issues in gaining success.  

 

 One difference between SGP as the funder and implementers defining success is that SGP 

looks at both the local level and global aspects of success. While, managers did not directly 

touch topics like ownership, social justice and benefit sharing, but by pointing economical 

changes, awareness raising and other aspect of social and well being changes. Implementers 

are addressing the global indicators indirectly.  

 

SGP pays great deal of attention to development of capacity not only to local communities but 

also to implementers. This is another factor of success, which was not directly mentioned by 

managers. However, again in an un-direct way, managers have placed emphasis on the 

structure of team and quality of project design, along with capability of engaging stakeholders 

as factors leading to success, which all could be considered as evidences of importance of 

capacity development to themselves. Third aspect of success mentioned by SGP and not 

directly touched by implementers is that SGP attempts to establish pilot projects not only to 

build capacity for targeted communities, but also, through this formed skilled core groups, this 

programme aims to pave the way for governmental organisations to trust CBOs and NGOs and 

bring their achievements to logical terms. Hence, engagement of governmental organisations as 

one of the main stakeholders is an important factor contributing to success.  

 

This will make the result more clear that the fact that some projects have received limited 

support and collaboration from the government in the first year of their implementation could 

be related to the pilot characteristic of the SGP projects. The evidence of change in this term is 

when governmental collaboration and support has been scaled high as a factor of success stated 

by managers. Considering the fact that one of SGP‟s priorities is to build capacity among 

implementers and stakeholders along with local community; the change in government 

perception and approach towards collaboration with such projects is a great achievement. 

Mismatched expectation, lack of awareness and trust among local community could all be due 

to the same fact that SGP is a pioneer of such projects in the country and such hindering factors 
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are predictable. Arguably, all given evidence of key role of social, political and cultural factors 

leading to success are proofs of necessity of developing indicators of success beyond biological 

terms (Stem et al., 2005; Brooks et al., 2006; Howe, 2009). 

 

Advices given by interviewees to other implementers starting similar projects verify the same 

success related categories. In this term acquaintance with all characteristics of the region with 

the highest priority, in company with necessity of reviewing similar projects shows the 

importance of supervision on both ecological and social status of the project site, which could 

also bring more capability in coping with socio-political challenges. Moreover, project design 

and having a skilled team demonstrated the importance of capacity development of 

implementers. Finally, one of the outstanding arguments in definition of success is the great 

importance of consideration of existing circumstances affecting projects in time.  

Critical attention should be paid to political, socio-cultural aspects and capacity of the targeted 

community or the area while assessing success. One other point to be noticed in the same area 

is that even the many implementers did not scale their main activities as equal as their overall 

success. This could give us a clue of the complication and the importance of consideration of 

circumstances affecting a project as a whole.  

 

There should be a review on definition of success by linking global and site-level projects. It 

seems that defining success might need to be differentiated based on the status and capability 

of one region as well as the organization leading the projects. In local levels, funders like SGP 

ought to update the implementers of the necessity of aspects like “capacity development”. As a 

matter of priority setting, organisations delivering community-based approaches should pay 

enough attention to the acceptance of projects by the local community, governmental 

organisations along with the capability of national implementers. International organisations 

like CCF should also consider the differences and priorities in other countries and include this 

aspect to both definitions and evaluation of success. 

 

5.2. Current Evaluation (How is the defined success captured?) 

5.2.1. Evaluation and reporting 

Data shows that evaluation of a project during its implementation and also after completion is 

fairly important to SGP as the funder. There is evidence of higher importance of evaluation 
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after a project. This could be due to the social characteristics of such projects that gaining 

measurable conservation effects might take place beyond the time frame of a project (Kapos et 

al., 2008). Evaluation of SGP projects accomplishes through a process of commenting on 

proposal and log-frames, reviewing reports, site visits, midterm and final participatory 

evaluation workshops, meeting of the implementer with SGP and comment of any material 

outputs (handicrafts, brochures, booklets, etc.). It appears that SGP is not only using a 

participatory approach to capture both implementer‟s achievements and methodologies, but 

also is applying the idea of evaluation being a learning tool (Salafsky et al., 2002). Paying 

considerable attention to capacity development procedure for implementers, locals, 

stakeholders and even SGP itself is another aspect of M&E by SGP (Rodr´ıguez et al., 2006).  

 

Given that evaluation is partly based on existing documents of projects, all three lines of 

evidence agree that existing reports should not be the only document of any conservation 

intervention and should be viewed as a tool of communication. Furthermore, gathered data 

such as baseline reports produced by projects have not been contributing to evaluation in a 

proper way yet. There were not many changes supported by comparing baseline data in final 

reporting of projects. Site visiting is another tool of SGP for evaluating projects impacts, but 

due to the limited staff of SGP and a great number of projects distributed in a vast country this 

tool cannot play its role in the most effective way.  

 

It is worth mentioning that SGP tries to mitigate the limitation of staff by defining evaluation 

projects. Appreciation of strengths of PME approach in SGP should not bring ignorance to the 

weaknesses attached to this system. Lack of comprehensive documentation and objectivity, 

time-consuming process and the potential complexity (Bertrab & Zambrano, 2010) of this type 

of M&E should be noticed and more emphasis ought to be placed to mitigate these flaws. By 

the way, it seems that Including all components of a project cycle from stakeholders, funder 

and the implementer in evaluation of a conservation intervention has been named as the only 

way of building capacity to better evaluation, improvements of protection and gain more 

success (McDuff, 2001; Sartorius, 2000; Ferreyra & Beard, 2006).  
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5.2.2. Effectiveness of evaluation 

5.2.2.1. Effectiveness of existing evaluation system 

The majority of managers believe that existing evaluation has a positive effect on projects 

approach and activities during implementation as well as on their overall success. As further 

evidence of practical capacity development of implementers during evaluation this could be 

told that many have mentioned the improvement of their performance based on SGPs‟ 

comments. However, many have stated that they have not received a proper feedback on their 

activities and yet followed their previous approach. It is noticeable that SGP believes that any 

communication between this organisation and projects is a part of the M&E system and 

feedbacks are given at the same time. Nonetheless, projects occasionally receive documented 

feedbacks.  

 

Ambiguity in receiving feedback from SGP is more tangible when a large proportion of 

implementers did not necessarily know the extent their success was understood by SGP. 

Although many stated that SGP realised their success to a great extent, still the importance of 

site visits and considering existing socio-political situation and limitations when evaluating 

achievements of a project seems undeniable.  

The same proportion of “don‟t know” answers to the question asking if evaluation has helped 

SGP improve other projects success supports the problem of missing communication between 

funder and implementers in this specific case.  

 

It is worth saying that many managers believed that evaluation has helped SGP to increase 

success of future projects by looking at their own starting point and their communication and 

knowledge sharing with similar projects. These are all again confirmations of high insistence 

on learning and knowledge-sharing aspect of evaluation by SGP. In a wider aspect, uncertainty 

on efficiency is affecting conservation in economic terms. Lack of evidence of effectiveness 

weaken conservation practice (Pulling & Knight, 2001) and based on what Ferraro and 

Pattanayak, (2006) claim, with the existing broad uncertainty about effectiveness of 

conservation investments, any clear evidence of effects of an intervention based on a proper 

M&E would not only give answer to the level of effectiveness, but also, would support 

conservation for more financing.   
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5.2.2.2. Reports capturing success 

Given that reports should not be the only tool of evaluation, still they are the main documents 

in which SGP asks direct certain questions. It is worth saying that considering all limitations of 

reporting, reports capture a respectable amount of measures of success. Comparing the factors 

hindering success stated by implementers and captured from reports, it is obvious that 

however, many minor differences in detailed factors exist, still there is a broad overlap 

between what managers say and what reports capture. It gets more interested while looking at 

the level that these reports are capturing five categories of measures of success.  

 

There are several questions in different categories by which almost all measures of success are 

covered. Interestingly almost all project reports have mentioned variables of success of these 

five categories. Ecological changes are the least mentioned impacts; this could again be related 

to the community-based characteristic of SGP projects. Reporting the better protection, which 

is a change in practice in ecological terms, is an evidence of this assumption. Implementers 

working in community-based projects could observe and evaluate their ecological effect again 

under a social behavior. Better protection although is an ecological change towards species or 

habitat, but arises from a social change most likely in government and local community sector. 

The question here is that “Do these projects have the access and ability of measuring their 

ecological effects in a proper way?” in other words, isn‟t it better if we look more realistic and 

expect what can be done on the ground? Recommendations to implementers give several 

suggestions to this question. 

 

Furthermore, by looking at rest of the measures of success captured from reports there might 

be an answer to these questions. All projects are soundly reporting different signs of behavior 

and attitudinal changes. To a numerous extent capacity development of targeted community, 

stakeholders and even implementers are mentioned. This high coverage of capacity 

development with highest rank for sustainability of a project in reports pooled with the given 

definition of success and evaluation, show the importance and priority of developing capacity 

to SGP in Iran; A vast country with a high level of biodiversity, which does not have a long 

history of young volunteer conservationists working in the field. 

 

 This could be discussed in a broader aspect reminding that most of the literatures on 

evaluation are including social matters to their evaluation to address the anthropogenic threats 
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to nature (Kapos et al., 2008). Here, there is more evidence supporting Salafsky et al., (2002) 

and Rodr´ıguez et al., (2006) that “Professional capacity building is a missing agenda in 

conservation priority setting”. The fact that capacity developmental changes in comparison 

with ecological impacts are more assessable and also very important does not mean that 

tracking ecological influences of a project could be neglected. Sooner or later ICDPs should 

dare finding a way to assess their ecological impacts if they are supposed to carry the name of 

“conservation projects”. More suggestions are given in recommendation. 

 

 Within the existing M&E system, there are flaws, which should also not be diminished under 

the shadow of strengths; all lines of evidence mention the requirement of specific indicators of 

success defined under the broad categories of measures of success. This is indeed a global 

problem of conservationists and does not only apply to SGP (Stem et al., 2005; Howe, 2009; 

Brooks et al., 2006). Moreover, there is not a distinctive barrier between behaviour and 

attitudinal changes observed in reports. Questions are usually mixing these two aspects 

together and even implementers do not differentiate these two measures. 

 

 SGP has tried to address some of these problems by simplifying the reporting process and has 

been adaptive to changes in activities, in order to help managers introduce their suggested 

indicators. Still not easy but, both SGP and implementers need to investigate the differences 

between behavior and attitude and search for them under different categories. This could lead 

them to gain more information on their effectiveness and sustainability. 

  

 

5.3. Recommendations  

Although recommendations of this study arise from SGP wildlife related projects in Iran, they 

could apply to all similar conservation interventions with more emphasis on countries that are 

on the trail of capacity development. Here I give my recommendations associated with points 

mentioned by implementers and SGP secretariat. 

 

5.3.1. Recommendation to implementers 

Firs of all, to gain more benefit from any M&Es, Practitioners should identify themselves as a 

part of the evaluation  (Kleiman et al., 2000; Salafsky et al., 2002). Although PME assists this 
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aim, within the system implementers should design their projects with clear aims and 

objectives along with suggested approaches so they could capture both their results and 

process. Also, this would lead them to self evaluate their project regarding their aims and 

objective. Using quantitative tools of evaluation such as pre and post-tests could make their 

evaluation more tangible for funders. Considering both biological and social factors 

contributing to success of a project and attempts to collecting suitable data on these terms 

would make evaluation more effective (Bottrill et al., 2011). Attention should be paid to 

prevent such data collection ending up as another baseline report, which is referred 

occasionally in reporting. Considering five measures of success of this study will clarify and 

organise the reporting system. In their relation with funder, implementers should syncronise 

their definition of success and pay enough attention to priorities of the funder. Implementers 

should also be completely aware of evaluation and feedback system of the funder and consider 

any comments as feedbacks or seek for proper feedbacks.  

 

5.3.2. Recommendations to funders 

Monitoring projects changes in the short duration will not give a comprehensive picture of all 

aspects of an ICDP project (Bottrill et al., 2011; Kapos et al., 2008). Fortunately, SGP pays 

enough attention to this issue and sets its M&E approach in a way that brings constant 

communication with implementers during the project and follow-up connections with formed 

local groups after. This could be a good example for other funders to allocate more time to 

communicate with project sites and capture the effectiveness of their effort. Similar to 

implementers, funders should syncronise their definitions of success with project teams. In 

case of SGP, the global aspects of success could be communicated more to implementers to 

inform them of their impacts in a bigger picture. Funders should have adequate communication 

with implementers, give specific feedbacks and inform them of any further success they bring 

to other projects. It is a necessity to SGP to increase their capacity in terms of staff to be able to 

place enough emphasis on their M&E.  

 

Funders should find the best way to explore all the factors given in reports. Presented measures 

of success in this study, which cover one fairly important category more than Brooks et al., 

(2006) (capacity building) is strongly recommended to funders. These measures have 

reviewing shown the potential of improving evaluation of conservation success. Within these 

measures, implementers and funders should consider this fact that there are fundamental 
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differences between behavior and attitudinal changes, although usually they are mentioned 

together. They should draw a line between these two aspects by more communication amongst 

themselves as well as reviewing the existing studies. Tracking attitudinal changes are not easy 

(Brooks, et al., 2006) but could bring more efficiency to any conservation evaluation. 

Increasing attention to pre-project assessments and baseline reports could lead to better 

evaluation at the end. Without adequate baseline reports it is impossible to report any outcomes 

in the most comprehensive way (Bottrill et al., 2011). More in this field it should be expressed 

that, in a more idealistic way projects should be accompanied by more biological projects in 

the field (alternatively funded by other organisations) to increase the chance of ICDP projects 

measuring their ecological success in a more acceptable way. 

 

Last but not least, all funders should consider the existing status and circumstances of an area 

when defining a project and its success as well as implementing and evaluating its 

effectiveness. This status does not only refer to ecological and socio-political conditions, but 

also to the capacity and capability of each elements contributing to a conservation intervention. 

International funders should not expect similar definitions and priorities to be delivered all 

around the globe. It does not mean that there should not be a syncronised definition of success 

among conservation community, but one sufficient definition cannot be developed without 

noticing this point that within any global definitions, there might be different priorities in 

different countries.  

 

5.3.3.Recommendations for future studies 

Looking at a series of projects I was able to find the similarities between them, rather than 

evaluating single projects (similarly to Bottrill et al., 2011). Unfortunately this study was not 

able to cover all documents of each project, due to the limited time of the project itself and the 

fact that not all projects have submitted all necessary documents to SGP. Also, due to the 

limited number of projects available for study, factors mentioned as topics contributing to 

success were used as proof of the definition of success in this study. Each factor could be well 

researched and potential indicators could emerge out of extension of this data from similar 

projects in other countries. 
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Similarly, factors leading and hindering success could become developed with more researches 

examining the validity of the same factors in bigger sample sizes of similar projects and in 

similar countries. One step forward from this, comparing these developed factors in different 

types of projects or countries is another potential future study.   

 

As well as the need for future studies to examine and broaden the results of this study, there is 

a great need for more studies, addressing directly the practice of conservation related to 

evaluation. There should be more research connecting practitioners and their perceptions to 

funders and academia to clarify the realistic definitions and approaches. Evaluation approaches 

could only improve if commentators consider the feasibility of their suggested approaches to 

conservationist on the ground. 
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Appendices  

Appendix.1. Wildlife related Projects of SGP (Sample size of the study). 

        Project title Project ID Duration Organization Web access 

1 A Promoting livelihoods for ecotourism 

through women‟s handicraft community 

organisations of Shibderaz village related 

to Hawksbill Turtle project & Berkeh 

Khalaf village related to pearl culturing 

project in Qeshm Island 

 

 

 

 

IRA-G52-2004-

047 

 

 

 

 

2008-2009 

 

 

Avaye Tabiate Paydar 

Institute 

 

 

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/823

8/promoting_livelihoods_for_ecotou

rism_through_women%E2%80%99s

_handicraft_community_organizatio

ns_of_shibderaz.html 

2 B Euphrates Softshell Turtle, (Rafetus 

euphraticus) conservation through 

education and awareness of Indigenous 

people in Khuzestan province of Iran. 

 

 

IRA/SGP/OOP4/

RAF/Y2/09/10 

(119) 

 

 

 

2009-

feb2011* 

 

 

 

Moassese Khazande 

Shenasan Pars 

 

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/141

22/euphrates_softshell_turtle_rafetus

_euphraticus_conservation_through_

education_and_awareness_of_indig.

html  

 

3 C Bird Watching, an Approach to 

Conservation and of Sustainable 

Biodiversity Through Public Participation 

 

 

(IRA/SGP/OP4/R

AF/08/08(99)) 

 

 

5/2008- 

11/2011* 

 

Masseseye Avaye 

Morghehagh- MAMH 

(Non-government 

Organization) 

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/128

81/bird_watching_an_approach_to_c

onservation_and_of_sustainable_bio

diversity_through_public_participati.

html 

4 D Empowerment of the local community in 

Naybandan wildlife refuge and Tabas city 

in collaboration with GEF CACP 

(Conservation of Asiatic Cheetah Project) 

 

(IRA/SGP/OP4/R

AF/07/02 (93)) 

 

 

12/2007-

11/2009 

Kanoon Pazouhesh 

va Hefazat az Tabiat 

Paydar Mohitban- 

Mohitban (Non-

government 

Organisation) 

 

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/122

91/empowerment_of_the_local_com

munity_in_naybandan_wildlife_refu

ge_and_tabas_city_in_collaboration_

with.html 

 

 

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/14122/euphrates_softshell_turtle_rafetus_euphraticus_conservation_through_education_and_awareness_of_indig.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/14122/euphrates_softshell_turtle_rafetus_euphraticus_conservation_through_education_and_awareness_of_indig.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/14122/euphrates_softshell_turtle_rafetus_euphraticus_conservation_through_education_and_awareness_of_indig.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/14122/euphrates_softshell_turtle_rafetus_euphraticus_conservation_through_education_and_awareness_of_indig.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/14122/euphrates_softshell_turtle_rafetus_euphraticus_conservation_through_education_and_awareness_of_indig.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/12291/empowerment_of_the_local_community_in_naybandan_wildlife_refuge_and_tabas_city_in_collaboration_with.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/12291/empowerment_of_the_local_community_in_naybandan_wildlife_refuge_and_tabas_city_in_collaboration_with.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/12291/empowerment_of_the_local_community_in_naybandan_wildlife_refuge_and_tabas_city_in_collaboration_with.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/12291/empowerment_of_the_local_community_in_naybandan_wildlife_refuge_and_tabas_city_in_collaboration_with.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/12291/empowerment_of_the_local_community_in_naybandan_wildlife_refuge_and_tabas_city_in_collaboration_with.html
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        Project title Project ID Duration Organization Web access 

5 E Pilot Project for rehabilitation of Marine 

resources of the Persian Gulf in Salakh 

Region (Qeshm Island) 

 

IRA-G52-2001-

005 (IRA98G52) 

 

3/2002-

1/2007 

Salakh Community 

Organization – Council 

of Salakh Village - 

Salakh CBO  

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/529

8/pilot_project_for_rehabilitation_of

_marine_resources_of_the_persian_g

ulf_in_salakh_region_qeshm_isla.ht

ml 

6 F Onshore preservation of sea turtle 

eggs (mainly çl) and a minimum of 20 

km coastline stretch local 

participation in the Persian Gulf area. 

(Hawksbill project) 

 

 

IRA-G52-2003-

024 (IRA98G5) 

 

 

 

3/2003 - 

5/2009 

 

 

Shibderaz Local 

Community - SL  

 

 

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/618

2/onshore_preservation_of_hawksbil

l_turtle_eggs_through_community_p

articipation.html  

7 G Environmental Impact Assessment of SGP 

Artificial Reef Pyramids for future 

replcation and expansion IRA-G52-2001-

005 Project 

 

 

 

(IRA/05/08 

(56th)) 

 

 

10/2005 - 

8/2009 

 

Salakh Community 

Organization – Council 

of Salakh Village - 

Salakh CBO  

 

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/928

9/environmental_impact_assessment

_of_sgp_artificial_reef_pyramids_fo

r_future_replcation_and_expansion_.

html   

8 H Agriculture of pearl by the local 

community of Berkeh Khalaf village 

(Pearls of Persian Gulf) ++ 

 

IRA-G52-2003-

031(IRA98G52) 

 

12/2003 - 

12/2007 

 

Berkeh Khalaf 

Community Group in 

Partnership with a team 

of Env. Experts 

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/664

3/aquaculture_of_pearl_by_the_local

_community_of_berkeh_khalaf_villa

ge_qeshm_island_pearls_of_persian

_.html 

 

9 H  

Qeshm Cluster Pearl Aquaculture ++ 

 

 

 

(IRA-OP3-2-06-

04(71)) 

 

 

2/2009 - 

2/2011 

 

Aqil Eidizadeh, 

Mohammad Sharif 

Ranjbar and Seyed 

Mohammas Hashem 

Dakhteh of Legal 

Representatives 

Fishermen of Berhek 

Khalaf (The Local CBO) 

in partnership of 

Environmental Experts - 

 

 

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/103

81/qeshm_cluster_pearl_aquaculture.

html 

 

 

 

 

 

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/6182/onshore_preservation_of_hawksbill_turtle_eggs_through_community_participation.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/6182/onshore_preservation_of_hawksbill_turtle_eggs_through_community_participation.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/6182/onshore_preservation_of_hawksbill_turtle_eggs_through_community_participation.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/6182/onshore_preservation_of_hawksbill_turtle_eggs_through_community_participation.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/9289/environmental_impact_assessment_of_sgp_artificial_reef_pyramids_for_future_replcation_and_expansion_.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/9289/environmental_impact_assessment_of_sgp_artificial_reef_pyramids_for_future_replcation_and_expansion_.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/9289/environmental_impact_assessment_of_sgp_artificial_reef_pyramids_for_future_replcation_and_expansion_.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/9289/environmental_impact_assessment_of_sgp_artificial_reef_pyramids_for_future_replcation_and_expansion_.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/9289/environmental_impact_assessment_of_sgp_artificial_reef_pyramids_for_future_replcation_and_expansion_.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/6643/aquaculture_of_pearl_by_the_local_community_of_berkeh_khalaf_village_qeshm_island_pearls_of_persian_.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/6643/aquaculture_of_pearl_by_the_local_community_of_berkeh_khalaf_village_qeshm_island_pearls_of_persian_.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/6643/aquaculture_of_pearl_by_the_local_community_of_berkeh_khalaf_village_qeshm_island_pearls_of_persian_.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/6643/aquaculture_of_pearl_by_the_local_community_of_berkeh_khalaf_village_qeshm_island_pearls_of_persian_.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/6643/aquaculture_of_pearl_by_the_local_community_of_berkeh_khalaf_village_qeshm_island_pearls_of_persian_.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/10381/qeshm_cluster_pearl_aquaculture.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/10381/qeshm_cluster_pearl_aquaculture.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/10381/qeshm_cluster_pearl_aquaculture.html
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Berkeh Khalaf (CBO)  

 

        Project title Project ID Duration Organization Web access 
10 I Touran Asiatic Cheetah local participation 

and livelihood project, 

(IRA/SGP/OP4/R

AF/07/05 (96)) 

12/2007 - 

1/2009 

Anjomane Boompajuhan http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/123

60/touran_asiatic_cheetah_local_part

icipation_and_livelihood_project.ht

ml 

 

11 J Community empowerment and awareness 

raising for conservation of Asiatic Cheetah 

 

 

 

(IRA/05/10 

(58th)) 

 

 

3/2006 - 

1/2009 

 

 

Anjomane Boompajuhan 

 

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/937

0/community_empowerment_and_a

wareness_raising_for_conservation_

of_asiatic_cheetah.html 

12 K Wildlife Fieldwork Training Tools And 

Methods 

 

 

(IRA/SGP/OP4/R

AF/Y3/09/01 

(125)) 

 

10/2009 - 

9/2011 

Kanoone Ashnayie ba 

Hayate Vahsh ( Institute 

of Familirarity with 

Wildlife) - KAHV 

(NGO) 

 

http://sgp.undp.org/web/proj

ects/14832/wildlife_fieldwork_traini

ng_tools_and_methods.html 

 

13 L Community Empowerment and promoting 

public awareness for conservation of 

Asiatic Cheetah  

 

 

 

(IRA/05/11 

(59th)) 

 

 

3/2006 - 

9/2008 

 

 

Anjomane Yuzpalange 

Irani 

 

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/937

1/community_empowerment_and_pr

omoting_public_awareness_for_cons

ervation_of_asiatic_cheetah.html 

 

15 N Participation of Beneficiaries Gavan Gazi 

Vegetation in the integrated Management 

of protection and Raping of this species in 

the Zagros in Isfahan and Charmahal 

 

(IRA/SGP/OP4/R

AF/09/02(111)) 

 

 

 

8/2009 - 

12/2011 

Ms. Farzaneh Mafi, Mr. 

Mohammad Sharifi 

Moghadam Legal 

Representative of 

Institute of volunteer 

Cooperation for 

Sustainable 

DEVELOPMENT (Local 

NGO) 

 

 

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/148

51/participation_of_beneficiaries_of

_gavan_gazi_vegetation_in_conserva

tion_and_reaping_of_this_species_.h

tml  

 

  

16 O Preservation of Bustard through 

Community Participation 

(IRA/SGP/OP4/R

AF/Y3/09/04 

12/2009 - 

9/2010 

Women's Islamic 

Institute - WII (NGO) 

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/149

73/houbareh_bustard_in_darab_fars_

project_phase_ii_in_colaboration_wi

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/12360/touran_asiatic_cheetah_local_participation_and_livelihood_project.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/12360/touran_asiatic_cheetah_local_participation_and_livelihood_project.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/12360/touran_asiatic_cheetah_local_participation_and_livelihood_project.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/12360/touran_asiatic_cheetah_local_participation_and_livelihood_project.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/14832/wildlife_fieldwork_training_tools_and_methods.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/14832/wildlife_fieldwork_training_tools_and_methods.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/14832/wildlife_fieldwork_training_tools_and_methods.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/9371/community_empowerment_and_promoting_public_awareness_for_conservation_of_asiatic_cheetah.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/9371/community_empowerment_and_promoting_public_awareness_for_conservation_of_asiatic_cheetah.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/9371/community_empowerment_and_promoting_public_awareness_for_conservation_of_asiatic_cheetah.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/9371/community_empowerment_and_promoting_public_awareness_for_conservation_of_asiatic_cheetah.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/14851/participation_of_beneficiaries_of_gavan_gazi_vegetation_in_conservation_and_reaping_of_this_species_.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/14851/participation_of_beneficiaries_of_gavan_gazi_vegetation_in_conservation_and_reaping_of_this_species_.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/14851/participation_of_beneficiaries_of_gavan_gazi_vegetation_in_conservation_and_reaping_of_this_species_.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/14851/participation_of_beneficiaries_of_gavan_gazi_vegetation_in_conservation_and_reaping_of_this_species_.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/14851/participation_of_beneficiaries_of_gavan_gazi_vegetation_in_conservation_and_reaping_of_this_species_.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/14973/houbareh_bustard_in_darab_fars_project_phase_ii_in_colaboration_with_local_community_organizations_a.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/14973/houbareh_bustard_in_darab_fars_project_phase_ii_in_colaboration_with_local_community_organizations_a.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/14973/houbareh_bustard_in_darab_fars_project_phase_ii_in_colaboration_with_local_community_organizations_a.html
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* Project still in process, ++ these two projects have been assessed as one sample due to the contingency of the activities and yet similar reports. 

(128)) 

 

th_local_community_organizations_

a.html 

17 P People‟s Participation for Plant 

Biodiversity Protection in Central Zagros 

Region (Phase 2) (IRA-G52-2004-

039(IRA98G52)) 

 

 

 

(IRA-G52-2004-

039(IRA98G52)) 

   

 

10/2005 - 

12/2007 

 

 

Green Message - GM 

(Non-government 

Organization) 

 

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/786

3/people_s_participation_for_plant_

biodiversity_protection_in_central_z

agros_region_phase_2.html  

18 Q People‟s Participation for Plant 

Biodiversity Protection in Central Zagros 

Region 

 

 

 

(IRA-G52-2001-

011(IRA98G52)) 

 

 

2/2002- 

8/2004 

 

Green Message - GM 

(Non-government 

Organization) 

 

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/530

3/people_s_participation_for_plant_

biodiversity_protection_in_central_z

agros_region.html  

19 R White Headed duck in Gori Lake 

International wetland 

 

(IRA/SGP/OP4/R

AF/Y2/09/09 

(118)) 

 

  8/2009 - 

11/2011* 

 

Anjomane Hefazat az 

Hayate Vahsh va 

Abziyane Azarbayjane 

Sharghi - Hayate Vahsh 

(Non-government 

Organization) 

 

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/141

21/white_headed_ducks_in_gori_lak

e_international_wetland.html 

 

 

 

 

20 S Study of the Persian Gulf Marin Ecology 

& the Local Community(Corals and their 

relationship with indigenous) 

 

 

IRA-G52-2001-

003(IRA-G52-

2001-

003(IRA98G52) 

 

 

10/2001 - 

12/2004 

 

Abie-e-Bidar NGO - AB 

NGO (Non-government 

Organization) 

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/529

6/study_of_the_persian_gulf_marine

_ecology_the_local_community_cor

als_and_their_relationship_with_the

_.html  

http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/7863/people_s_participation_for_plant_biodiversity_protection_in_central_zagros_region_phase_2.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/7863/people_s_participation_for_plant_biodiversity_protection_in_central_zagros_region_phase_2.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/7863/people_s_participation_for_plant_biodiversity_protection_in_central_zagros_region_phase_2.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/7863/people_s_participation_for_plant_biodiversity_protection_in_central_zagros_region_phase_2.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/5303/people_s_participation_for_plant_biodiversity_protection_in_central_zagros_region.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/5303/people_s_participation_for_plant_biodiversity_protection_in_central_zagros_region.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/5303/people_s_participation_for_plant_biodiversity_protection_in_central_zagros_region.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/5303/people_s_participation_for_plant_biodiversity_protection_in_central_zagros_region.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/14121/white_headed_ducks_in_gori_lake_international_wetland.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/14121/white_headed_ducks_in_gori_lake_international_wetland.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/14121/white_headed_ducks_in_gori_lake_international_wetland.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/5296/study_of_the_persian_gulf_marine_ecology_the_local_community_corals_and_their_relationship_with_the_.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/5296/study_of_the_persian_gulf_marine_ecology_the_local_community_corals_and_their_relationship_with_the_.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/5296/study_of_the_persian_gulf_marine_ecology_the_local_community_corals_and_their_relationship_with_the_.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/5296/study_of_the_persian_gulf_marine_ecology_the_local_community_corals_and_their_relationship_with_the_.html
http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/5296/study_of_the_persian_gulf_marine_ecology_the_local_community_corals_and_their_relationship_with_the_.html
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Appendix 2. Semi-structured interview guide (interview with project managers) 
 

Title of project/ID number:  

Duration of project: 

Name:                             

Position in project: 

Date of interview:  

   

 

Thanks for giving time to participate in this survey. The aim of this survey is to use your 

opinion to explore potential approaches to improving biodiversity project success and its 

evaluation by taking three lines of evidence (your opinion, SGPs‟ view and the final reports of 

the projects). 

 

I will be asking few questions about the project you have been involved with. Please make sure 

that your responses will be completely confidential and only used in aggregate reporting, you 

will remain anonymous.  

 

I am not interested in the detail of your project and my aim is not to evaluate your project, I am 

not working for SGP or my NGO. I just want to help us as the implementers of project to be 

able to report our success in a better way.  

 

If you have more than one project please answer ONLY for the specific project we are 

discussing. 

 

Part 1: How successful was the project? 

1. What were the stated aims and objectives of your project (as defined in the proposal)? 

[Bring a copy of the proposal and log-frame if you can so that you can look at this together] 

[Note aims and objectives need to be treated separately – start with the overall aim] 
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2. For each of these issues, please tell me, how well you think you fulfilled your aims (on a 

scale of 0 to 4, where 4 is exceeded, 3 is fully fulfilled, 2 is mostly fulfilled, 1 is some fulfilled, 

and 0 is not at all) 

Any comments? 

 

3. Even though aims and objectives may or may not have been fulfilled, the project may still be 

seen as a success in biodiversity conservation terms. OR you could fulfill the stated aims and 

objectives and still not really be successful in biodiversity terms [discuss to make sure they 

understand what you are saying]. Bearing this in mind, please could you tell me how successful 

you think your project was? [Same scale of 0 to 4] 

Why do you say this? What do you mean by success? 

 

4. If we were evaluating the project only against the aims/objectives do you think we would get 

a fair understanding of its actual success? Why/Why not? 

 

Part 2: Why was/was it not successful? 

1. Thinking about overall success, can you list (in order of importance, starting from the most 

important) the 3 things that you think contributed to increasing the success of your project?  

 

If required: These could be to do with existing conditions, lucky chances, the support and 

infrastructure you were given, or the way in which you used your project funding. 

 

2. Similarly, could you rank the 3 things, in order of importance (starting from the most 

important) that hindered your project‟s success? 

 

3. If you could give someone starting a similar project now three pieces of advice to increase 

their project success, what would they be 

 

4. Similarly, if you were giving the SGP secretariat 3 pieces of advice about how to improve 

the success of their projects, which they could realistically implement, what would they be? 
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Part 3: Monitoring and evaluation process 

1. How important is it for SGP‟s biodiversity projects to be:  

a) Monitored by SGP during their implementation  

b) Evaluated by SGP afterwards? Why? [Scale of -2 to +2 with -2 being not at all, +2 being 

very, 0 being neutral, and an option for don‟t know] 

 

2. What has been the process of monitoring and evaluation of your project by the SGP? [e.g. 

feedback on the proposal, interim and final reports, interviews?] 

 

3. How useful was this in terms of helping you to improve your project during its 

implementation? [scale of -2 to +2 with -2 being not at all, +2 being very, 0 being neutral, and 

an option for don‟t know] 

 

4. How useful was this monitoring in terms of gaining success at the end of the project? Why? 

[scale of -2 to +2 with -2 being not at all, +2 being very, 0 being neutral, and an option for 

don‟t know] 

 

5. How well did this process help SGP to understand the success of your project? Why? [scale 

of -2 to +2 with -2 being not at all, +2 being very, 0 being neutral, and an option for don‟t 

know] 

 

6. How useful was the process in terms of improving the success of future projects of a similar 

type? Why? [scale of -2 to +2 with -2 being not at all, +2 being very, 0 being neutral, and an 

option for don‟t know] 

 

7.What changes to the monitoring and evaluation process would you suggest in order to 

improve its usefulness to  

a) the implementers themselves; 

b) the SGP/funders? 
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Appendix 3. Progress Report questions of SGP projects 
 

Part 1 

Project information including: project name, number and executer (as in MOA), start & end 

date, reporting period /Which number and version is this report? 

 

Part 2 

Outputs: 1,2,3… 

 

Part 3 

What actions have been taken regarding these outputs? Planned or Non Planned 

 

Part 4 

Which individuals or groups have been involved or cooperated in each of these activities? 

 

Part 5 

Which organizations (GO or NGO), individuals or groups have co-funded (Cash or In-kind ) 

this project? How much? 

 

Part 6 

Costs: output#1 total costs/ output #2 total costs/ output #3 total costs/… 

 

Part 7 

1-During this period how many visits have been done? When? By who?  

2-What have been the project benefits for executer or local community? 

3- Is the project replicated in any other area (s)?            

4-What have been the income generating or job creating activities of this project?  

5-What have been the non-predicted problems during project implementation?  

6-Have you performed any additional activities to project‟s logical framework? 

7- which of project payment indicators or logical frame works indicators have been met?           

8-Which activities lag the project‟s logical framework? Explain the barriers please. 
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9-Please attach project‟s daily “Logbook” to this report. 

01-What have been the lessons learned of implementing this project so far? 

 

Part8 

What have been the project‟s impacts (on executer, local community, environment, …) so far? 

 

Part 9 

Is there any media coverage of project activities such as TV or Radio report, newspaper, 

newsletter,…? 

Have you been invited to or hold any fair, workshop, conference, local market , field visit , …? 

 

Part 10 

Suggestions:   Project team:  SGP office: 

 

Part11 

1-Project influence on public policy. 

2-Project sustainability activities. 

3-Possible Replication of project activities. 

4- Plans to scale the project up, to a medium-sized GEF grant project. 

5- Plans to scale up the project through non-GEF grants. 

6- Project‟s ability to linkage with large GEF projects. 

 

Part 12 

1- Notable Community participation in project execution. 

2- Project Emphasis on sustainable livelihood. 

3- Significant participation of indigenous people in project execution.  

4- Project impact on policy. 

5- Project influence on capacity building of local community. 

6- Project Gender focus. 

7- Promoting public awareness of Global Environment. 

8- Innovative Financial Mechanisms  


