An evaluation of capacity development initiatives
within the BirdLife International Partnership

By William Fairburn
Supervised by: Dr. E.J. Milner-Gulland and Dr. Hazell Shokellu Thompson

September 2013

A thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements of the degree
of Master of Science and the Diploma of Imperial College London.

DECLARATION OF OWN WORK

I declare that this thesis, “An evaluation of capacity development initiatives within the
BirdLife International Partnership” is entirely my own work, and that where material
could be construed as the work of others, it is fully cited and referenced, and/or with
appropriate acknowledgement given.

Signature:

Name of student: William David Fairburn

Name of Supervisor(s):

Dr. E.J. Milner-Gulland & Dr. Hazell Shokellu Thompson

CONTENTS
List of Figures ................................................................................................................................................. iv
List of Tables .....................................................................................................................................................v
List of Acronyms and Abbreviations .................................................................................................... vii
Abstract ...........................................................................................................................................................viii
Acknowledgements ...................................................................................................................................... ix
1.

Introduction ............................................................................................................................................ 1
1.1

Problem Statement ...................................................................................................................... 1

1.2

Relevance of Study ....................................................................................................................... 1

1.3

Aim and Objectives ...................................................................................................................... 2

Table 1.1 - Research Objectives and Hypotheses .......................................................................... 3
2.

Background.............................................................................................................................................. 4
2.1

Evaluating Conservation ............................................................................................................ 4

2.1.1

The Need for Evaluation.................................................................................................... 4

2.2

Searching for Attribution........................................................................................................... 6

2.3

Conservation Capacity ................................................................................................................ 7

2.3.1

Capacity – some definitions ............................................................................................. 7

2.3.2

The Capacity of Non-Governmental Organisations ................................................ 7

2.3.3

Evaluating Organisational Capacity Development ............................................... 10

2.4

Costing Conservation – Return on Investment Analysis ............................................. 12

2.5

BirdLife International – a global conservation network ............................................. 13

2.5.1

BirdLife Capacity development .................................................................................... 14

2.5.2

Targeted Initiatives ........................................................................................................... 15

i

3

Methods................................................................................................................................................... 17
3.1

Study design ................................................................................................................................. 17

3.2

Data Collection ............................................................................................................................. 19

3.2.1

Measuring the External Operating Environment .................................................. 19

3.2.2

Measuring Organisational Capacity and Organisational Development ........ 19

3.2.3

Measuring Conservation Action ................................................................................... 22

3.3

3.3.1

Predicting Financial Growth, Stability and Conservation Action .................... 22

3.3.2

Quantifying the Effect of Targeted Support ............................................................. 23

3.3.3

Quantifying Return on Investment ............................................................................. 25

3.4
4

Data Analysis ................................................................................................................................ 22

Ethics ............................................................................................................................................... 25

Results ..................................................................................................................................................... 26
4.1

Characteristics of the Partnership ....................................................................................... 26

4.1.1

Data availability .................................................................................................................. 26

4.1.2

Exploring THE CURRENT capacity of the BirdLife Partnership ...................... 27

4.2

predicting organisational growth and instability .......................................................... 31

4.2.1

Principal Components Analysis (PCA)....................................................................... 31

4.2.2

Modelling Growth, Instability and Conservation Action .................................... 33

4.3

The effect of targeted capacity development support on organisational

Development outcomes......................................................................................................................... 35
4.3.1

Defining a Counterfactual ............................................................................................... 35

4.3.2

Comparing support groups ............................................................................................ 36

4.4

Quantifying the effect of different support types ........................................................... 38

4.5

Return on Investment of different support types on growth, stability and

conservation outcomes ......................................................................................................................... 40
4.6

Summary of Results ................................................................................................................... 42

ii

5

Discussion .............................................................................................................................................. 43
5.1

NGO Capacity Development in Conservation - Applying the Results ..................... 43

5.2

Support – How much is Enough? .......................................................................................... 44

5.3

Study limitations and applications for future research ............................................... 45

5.4

Recommendations to BirdLife and the Supporting Partner System ...................... 46

5.5

Concluding Remarks ................................................................................................................. 48

References ...................................................................................................................................................... 49
6

Appendices............................................................................................................................................. 54
6.1

Appendix 1 – Health Check Standards ............................................................................... 54

6.2

Appendix 2 – Ranked Outcomes summary table ........................................................... 56

6.3

Appendix 3 – Model outputs from Growth and Instability Indices ......................... 57

6.4

Appendix 4 – Outputs from Wilcoxon tests between matched support groups 58

6.5

Appendix 5 – Model Outputs of outcome measures against Support .................... 59

iii

LIST OF FIGURES
Figure 2.1 - The role of evaluation in effective programme planning and management
(Hockings et al. 2006). ................................................................................................................................. 5
Figure 2.2 – Cited benefits of network membership for NGOs (Adapted from Liebler &
Ferri 2004) ..................................................................................................................................................... 10
Figure 2.3 - A conceptualised capacity development results chain that shows the
complex links between implementation of a capacity development initiative and the
desired conservation effect. The components of the flow chart correspond to
implementation, outcomes and impact (Kapos et al. 2008)........................................................ 12
Figure 2.4 - Summary of the BirdLife International capacity development system (BF).
............................................................................................................................................................................. 14
Figure 3.1 – Analytical framework. Hypotheses focussed around evaluating the effect of
capacity development inputs on conservation and organisational development
outcomes. ........................................................................................................................................................ 18
Figure 3.2 - Formulae to calculate indices of organisational growth and financial
instability ........................................................................................................................................................ 20
Figure 4.1 - Annual income of the BirdLife Partnership between 2002 and 2012 ............ 27
Figure 4.2 - Differences in growth and stability between region and sub-region. 'BirdLife
regions' are broadly represented by the brackets, although Middle East and North Africa
were combined due to low sample sizes and cultural similarities. Kruskal Wallace tests
showed that growth was significantly different between regions (x214=38.43, p=<0.001),
and that there was no significant difference in stability between regions (x214=16.94,
p=0.260). ......................................................................................................................................................... 30
Figure 4.3 – Bar plot showing the amount of variance described by each principal
component. The first four principal components explain more than 80% of the total
sample variance so these were used in the linear models. .......................................................... 31
Figure 4.4 – Bar plots of the loadings of the first four principal components (describing
>80% of the total sample variance). PC1 describes internal organisational structures
(blue), PC2 describes the external environment (red) and organisation size (green). PC3
also describes organisational size (green), while PC4 describes variation within internal
organisation (blue). ..................................................................................................................................... 32

iv

Figure 4.5 - Boxplots showing comparisons of external environment, organisational size
and conservation need between "premium" and "standard" support groups matched by
region (n=39, 21). ........................................................................................................................................ 35
Figure 4.6 - Organisations matched by region and external environment (n=28, 9). ....... 36
Figure 4.7 – Boxplots showing significant differences found in Wilcoxon tests on Health
Check scores and Conservation Action index for matched group 1 (Table 4.5). In each
case organisations receiving ‘premium support’ perform better on average than
organisations receiving ‘standard support’. ...................................................................................... 37
Figure 4.8 – Plots of significant relationships found in support GLMs (tables 4.6, 4.7, 4.8)
Red line indicates model fit. ..................................................................................................................... 39
Figure 4.9 - ROI ranking groups against the external environment......................................... 41

LIST OF TABLES
Table 1.1 - Research Objectives and Hypotheses .............................................................................. 3
Table 4.1 - Number of Partners for which data is available ........................................................ 26
Table 4.2 – Relationships* between organisational size and internal organisation
(Spearman’s Rank Test). ........................................................................................................................... 29
Table 4.3 – Outputs from minimum adequate GLMs. There were significant relationships
between both ‘Growth’ and ‘Stability’ and Principal Component 2 – representing the
external operating environment and organisational size. Outputs of maximal models can
be found in appendix 3 .............................................................................................................................. 33
Table 4.4 – Wilcoxon tests between Health Check Scores of organisations with and
without ‘premium support’ within supported regions. Groups differed significantly
between ‘Organisational Management’, ‘Planning’, and ‘Project Management’. ................. 36
Table 4.5 – Results of GLMs between outcomes and support inputs ...................................... 39
Table 4.6 - Mean annual support estimates for each ranking group ....................................... 40
Table 6.1 - Ranked Outcomes scoring and ranks............................................................................. 56
Table 6.2 - Maximal model outputs from Growth and Instability indices and PC1-4 ....... 57
Table 6.3 - Outputs of generalised linear models between Growth, Stability and PC3. ... 57
Table 6.4 - Outputs from Wilcoxon tests between 'standard' and 'premium' support
groups from match 1 .................................................................................................................................. 58
v

Table 6.5 - Outputs from Wilcoxon tests between 'standard' and 'premium' support
groups from match 2 .................................................................................................................................. 58
Table 6.6 - Wilcoxon tests between support groups on organisational development and
conservation outcomes for match 1 ..................................................................................................... 58
Table .6.7 – Outputs of models between outcome type and Days Support given to
partner ............................................................................................................................................................. 59
Table 6.8 – Outputs of models between outcome type and average support budget ....... 60
Table 6.9 – Outputs of models between outcome type and duration of support ................ 61

vi

LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

AIC
BirdLife

Akaike’s Information Criterion
BirdLife International

BF

Billy Fairburn

CPI

Corruption Perceptions Index

INGO

International non-governmental organisation

GBP

Great British Pound

GDP

Gross Domestic Product per Capita

GLM

Generalised Linear Model

HDI

Human Development Index

Health Check

BirdLife Organisational Health Check Questionnaire

NGO

Non-governmental organisation

PCA

Principal Components Analysis

PC(1)
ROI
USAID
USD

Principal Component (1)
Return on Investment Analysis
United States Agency for International Development
United States Dollar

vii

ABSTRACT
Funding for conservation is limited, and conservationists need to secure the biggest
conservation impact per unit spent. It is therefore vital that conservationists evaluate
initiatives and learn from past successes and failures. This is just as true of capacity
development interventions within conservation; however capacity development
outcomes are notoriously difficult to measure.
BirdLife International (BirdLife) is a global Partnership of national grassroots
membership-based conservation NGOs. The Partnership has a capacity development
system for BirdLife organisations but until now its strengths and weaknesses have
never been assessed. This study aimed to evaluate the effectiveness of targeted
financial and technical capacity development support within the BirdLife network,
and to inform future capacity development investments.
A more favourable external operating environment played a key role in the ability of
organisations to achieve financial stability, while organisations receiving a
“premium” package of dedicated financial and technical capacity development
support demonstrated better organisational systems and implemented more
conservation action than those that did not receive this “premium” package. The
quantity of financial capacity support seemed important for delivering conservation
outcomes. However organisational development and advocacy outcome achievement
was strongly related to the quantity of technical support provided. A return on
investment analysis indicated that support programmes were more cost effective in
developing countries when there was greater investment in this technical support.
BirdLife’s new Capacity Development Programme should strategically assess future
capacity development investments, and consider programme focus, the operating
context, the need for technical assistance and cost effectiveness.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 PROBLEM STATEMENT
Global biodiversity is being lost at an alarming rate (Butchart et al. 2010). Tropical
countries that house much biodiversity are developing rapidly, and population
expansion and greater resource exploitation are placing increased pressure on
species, habitats, and ecosystems. Funding for conservation is limited and it is
imperative that conservationists secure the biggest conservation impact per unit
spent (Underwood et al. 2008). To maximise this return on investment, it is vital that
conservationists evaluate past initiatives and learn from conservation success and
failure (Stem et al. 2005). Much effort has recently been put into developing
evaluation frameworks for conservation to fulfil this need (e.g. Kapos et al. 2008;
Howe & Milner-Gulland 2012).
Historically, much biodiversity conservation action has been carried out by
international non-governmental organisations (INGOs) and academic institutions
(Rodríguez et al. 2007). However, there is growing recognition that this is not the
most cost-effective means of carrying out conservation; if biodiversity is to persist
into the future then conservation should be mainstreamed onto national agendas.
Current and future conservation interventions require continued and increased
participation and ownership by local governmental and non-governmental
institutions (Rodríguez et al. 2007), however many of these institutions do not
currently have adequate capacity to implement and sustain conservation action (Lee
& Jetz 2008). Capacity development has thus been described as the ‘missing agenda’
in global conservation efforts (Rodriguez et al. 2006).

1.2 RELEVANCE OF STUDY
While the importance and benefits of evaluation are now being recognised by the
conservation community, uptake of systematic evaluations within conservation
programmes has been slow. Evaluation of capacity development efforts is extremely
difficult, and little quantitative analysis of good practice within capacity development
initiatives has appeared in the conservation literature thus far.
1

BirdLife International (BirdLife) is a global network of conservation NGOs whose
mission is to conserve birds, their habitats and global biodiversity, working with
people towards sustainability in the use of natural resources (BirdLife International
2013). A strategic priority of BirdLife is to develop the organisational and
conservation capacity of constituent member NGOs, in order for the BirdLife mission
to be delivered by strong, capable organisations globally. A key pillar of the BirdLife
capacity development scheme is a system of bilateral Partner-Partner support – the
Supporting Partner programme. A subset of smaller, developing partners is given
financial and technical assistance by larger, more established organisations; with a
focus on achieving capacity development outcomes and addressing shared
conservation priorities. BirdLife now wishes to formalise and expand the Supporting
Partner programme, and there is much to be gained from a critical evaluation of the
system.
The BirdLife International Partnership provides a unique sample within which to
evaluate capacity development initiatives. Organisational data has been collected
from Partners over a fifteen year period, and this dataset allows trends to be studied
within a group of over one hundred NGOs globally. A range of different capacity
development support methodologies have been implemented within a subset of
NGOs working towards a shared set of conservation goals, allowing outcomes to be
compared across organisations in relation to different capacity development inputs
within the Supporting Partner programme.

1.3 AIM AND OBJECTIVES
The aim of this study was to critically analyse past and current capacity development
interventions within the BirdLife Partnership, and to recommend best practice in
organisational capacity development to BirdLife International’s emerging Global
Capacity Development Programme. This aim was achieved through the testing of
hypotheses within three specific research objectives (table 1.1).
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TABLE 1.1 - RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND HYPOTHESES

Research Objective
(i)
To assess the current level of organisational
capacity within the BirdLife network and to
elucidate what factors, if any, relate to
organisational growth, organisational stability and
conservation action.

(ii)
To estimate the effect of targeted capacity
development support on organisational
development and conservation outcomes.
(iii)
To calculate the Return on Investment (ROI) of
support types on growth, stability and conservation
outcomes.

Hypothesis
H1.
Organisational capacity (as measured by organisational size and Health Check scores) is
positively correlated with the external operating environment.
H2.
There will be differences in capacity and capacity development between regions that correlate to
regional differences in the external operating environment.
H3.
Organisations receiving a ‘premium’ support package will be more stable, experience more
growth and have higher Health Check scores than organisations receiving ‘standard’ support.
H4.
There will be positive relationships between the quantity of support provided (financial, staff
time, duration) and organisational & conservation outcomes.
H5.
There will be greater return on investment for conservation outcomes per unit budget between
2008 and 2010 when accompanied by a higher quantity of technical support.

(iv)
To make recommendations to current and future capacity development initiatives and investments within the BirdLife Partnership.
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2. BACKGROUND

2.1 EVALUATING CONSERVATION
If the loss of global biodiversity is to be slowed and eventually halted, conservation
needs to become more effective (Salafsky et al. 2002). However the conservation
sector has to learn from the successes and failures of past initiatives if conservation
effectiveness is to improve (Sutherland et al. 2004). Critical evaluation of past and
existing conservation programmes provides the best platform from which to build
this vital learning culture (Kleiman et al. 2000). However, conservation success is
rarely defined, measured or communicated (Saterson et al. 2004).
2.1.1 THE NEED FOR EVALUATION
Evaluation is defined as “a systematic and impartial assessment of an activity, project
[or] program” (GEF 2010), and should “assess success and failure in terms of goal

achievement [and] quality of performance, and disseminate findings and
recommendations to appropriate people” (Kleiman et al. 2000). Hockings et al. (2006)
identify four important reasons to undertake evaluations in conservation. Evaluation
leads to better management; assists in effective resource allocation; promotes
accountability and transparency; and builds constituency for the conservation cause
(Hockings et al. 2006). However there has been little rigorous evaluation of
conservation interventions thus far, despite numerous calls for evaluation to be
mainstreamed into the conservation sector (Kapos et al. 2008; Stem et al. 2005).
There are several reasons for this slow uptake of evaluation methodology. The
impacts of conservation initiatives - in terms of changes in species status and
population, as well as accrued biodiversity benefits for communities – occur over
long timescales, well beyond the end-dates of most conservation projects. The cost of
monitoring such trends outside of project funding is inhibitive, and donors are
unwilling to fund this long-term monitoring (Sutherland et al. 2004). Much work
recently has gone into producing tools and frameworks that measure outcomes
rather than impact, which have in some cases been shown to be a good proxy for
success (Kapos et al. 2009). There is a recognised need for such frameworks to guide
4

best practice and reduce replication of effort in evaluation (Kapos et al. 2008;
Sutherland et al. 2004; Howe & Milner-Gulland 2012); however there is as yet no
silver bullet for quantifying conservation success.
There is wide recognition within the conservation community that evaluation is a
complex and expensive process, although the perceived cost of evaluation may
actually be greater than the actual cost (Kleiman et al. 2000). Evaluation is critical for
effective management of specific projects, programmes of work and high level
strategy (Hockings et al. 2006), and is required at each stage of implementation to
ensure optimal learning in an adaptive management framework (figure 2.1).

Figure 2.1 - The role of evaluation in effective programme planning and management
(Hockings et al. 2006).
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2.2 SEARCHING FOR ATTRIBUTION
True evaluation requires the establishment of causal linkages between an
intervention and its impact. However, the complex nature of many conservation
programmes that work within multifaceted biological, social and economic contexts
makes these causal links very difficult to ascertain.
There are several key requirements that successful evaluations must meet if causal
inference is to be robust (Kleiman et al. 2000). Causal inference can only be
accomplished through the use of a counterfactual – a measurement of what would
have happened in the absence of the intervention. Counterfactual measurement
involves comparison of a system or population that receives an intervention with a
group similar in all respects aside from the fact that they did not receive the
intervention (Andam et al. 2013). This comparison thus allows the actual effect of an
intervention to be quantified. A randomised experimental design is the only true way
to establish a causal relationship, although causation can be inferred through the use
of relevant statistical methods (e.g. Berkeley 2011).
There are ethical and financial constraints to utilising randomised designs within
conservation evaluations. Conservation interventions would not be directed at those
areas or communities that most require them; instead sites and people would be
selected and measured at random (Kleiman et al. 2000). It is, perhaps rightly,
considered a waste of limited conservation funding to direct conservation resources
to areas other than where there is the greatest threat or need for action.
When randomised experimental design is not possible or feasible, evaluations can
rely on matching methodologies to estimate causal links (Andam et al. 2013).
Matching estimates a counterfactual through a post-hoc comparison of a system or
population that receives an intervention with a group matched on all or most
possible influential or confounding factors (Berkeley 2011). Matching requires that
adequate data is available for the counterfactual group as well as the group receiving
an intervention, and again increases the logistical and financial costs of evaluation.
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2.3 CONSERVATION CAPACITY
2.3.1 CAPACITY – SOME DEFINITIONS
Conservation capacity should be built globally if conservation is to meet the
challenges facing the world’s biodiversity (Rodriguez et al. 2006). Capacity can be
defined as “the ability to carry out stated objectives” (Brown et al. 2001). Capacity
exists at the level of the State or system, the level of the organisation or institution,
the level of the individual within such institutions, and the level of the community or
service recipient (Lusthaus et al. 1999). Conservation capacity at the System level
includes a Government’s capacity to finance, develop and implement conservation
policies and protected area networks. Capacity at the organisational level is the
ability of individual governmental or non-governmental organisations or institutions
to deliver conservation outcomes and impact, and to influence the context in which
they exist. Individual capacity of conservationists enables them to effectively engage
in conservation activities, while capacity at the community level is the capacity of
communities to be involved in conservation action and implement conservation at
the local level.
2.3.2 THE CAPACITY OF NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANISATIONS
Much of global biodiversity is found in the developing world. However, many
developing country governments lack the adequate financial and technical capacities
to effectively protect the biodiversity found within their borders (Smith et al. 2003;
Barrett et al. 2001). Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) have been
instrumental in filling gaps in biodiversity conservation capacity (Carmin 2010; Diep
2010), and the number of NGOs operating within the environmental sector has
increased rapidly in the last two decades. Conservation NGOs have become a
powerful ‘third sector’ complementing Government and private enterprise, and have
been able to influence conservation issues and implement action at many levels,
including national and international policy; and local and national governance of
biodiversity and natural resources (Brockington & Scholfield 2010b). A sample of 87
conservation NGOs in Sub-Saharan Africa spent USD 176 million on conservation in
2006 (Brockington & Scholfield 2010a), while in 2002 just five international
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organisations were responsible for disbursing USD 1.5 billion conservation funds
(Halpern et al. 2006).
Organisational Growth and Sustainability
Organisational capacity can be defined as “the capability of an organisation to achieve
effectively what it sets out to do” (Fowler et al. 1995). The scale and efficiency at
which NGOs can carry out service delivery consistently over time is directly
attributable to their internal organisational capacity and sustainability (ABT
Associates 2000). Much conservation work is carried out using project-cycle funding.
If an organisation is to deliver services beyond project timeframes then it is
imperative that that organisation can continue to function outside of these grants. A
stable, sustainable organisation will have a steady flow of resources from a diversity
of funders that may include government, philanthropic grant makers or an active
membership or supporter base.
Barriers to Effective Operation
While conservation NGOs have increased in number and influence over the last 20
years, there are internal and external barriers to their growth, sustainability and
ability to deliver sustained conservation impact. Brown & Kalegaonkar (2002)
highlight both external and internal factors that may limit or promote NGO
sustainability. Internal factors include good management, stable governance
structures and access to continued funding, while external factors include
relationships with government, the private sector and the level of international
conservation interest.
Similar contextual barriers have been seen within individual conservation
programmes. Endamana et al. (2010) demonstrated that the external operating
environment was a key predictor of conservation success at the landscape scale
within the Congo basin. External economic factors, corruption and institutional
weakness played a larger role in determining the success of interventions than
factors at the project or community levels.
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Strategic Capacity Development Support
NGOs are important actors in biodiversity conservation; however contextual
influences are potentially limiting factors to the efficacy of such organisations. The
potential for National NGOs to achieve biodiversity conservation outcomes has
received much attention within international conservation, and it is not uncommon
for international NGOs (INGOs) and bilateral agencies to partner with in-country
NGOs to achieve conservation gains. Such relationships have many cited benefits for
NGOs in the developing world – dependable funding sources, a voice on the
international stage and development of conservation and organisational capacity
(Lewis & Sobhan 1999; Brown et al. 2001; Horton 2002), although the negatives of
these relationships have also been noted (Lewis 1998; Eade 2007).
Organisational capacity development can be defined as “a process that improves the
ability of an organisation to meet its objectives or perform better” (Brown et al. 2001).
Organisational capacity initiatives often focus on instituting internal organisational
structures such as financial accounting systems and management structures (Morgan
1998) under the assumption that these capacities lead to greater stability,
sustainability and conservation impact (Roche 2010). However, organisational
capacity development is often a long and costly process.
Another much-cited pathway to achieving capacity development outcomes is through
network membership. NGO networks are increasing in size and number globally, and
have been recognised to play a role in development of both organisational and
sectorial capacities (Lise et al. 1996), although the exact role of networks in capacity
development has been disputed (Abelson 2003). Liebler & Ferri (2004) reviewed the
benefits of network membership as perceived both within the literature and by
members of United States Agency for International Development (USAID)
international development networks (figure 2.2).
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Increased access to
information, expertise and
financial resources

Increased efficiency
through reduction of
duplication of efforts and
cost reduction

Increased Visibility of
issues, good work and best
practices, in addition to
contributions from
underrepresented groups

Solidarity and support to
overcome shared problems
and challenges

A Multiplier Effect –
Individual NGOs may have a
greater reach and impact
towards goals through
network participation

Increased credibility
Reduced isolation
Risk Mitigation

Figure 2.2 – Cited benefits of network membership for NGOs (Adapted from Liebler &
Ferri 2004)

2.3.3 EVALUATING ORGANISATIONAL CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT
There is a lack of funding for organisational capacity development initiatives in
conservation, due to the long-term nature of financial commitments. Therefore, the
inherent need to learn from conservation initiatives is perhaps even more relevant to
the development of conservation capacity; to direct limited funds where they are
most needed and where success is most likely. However, much has been written
about the difficulty of evaluating organisational capacity (e.g. Hailey & James 2003;
Hailey et al. 2005; Lusthaus et al. 1999; Horton 2002). Hailey & James (2003)
summarise three of these challenges to effective capacity development evaluation
(box 1).
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Box 1 - Challenges to the evaluation of organisational capacity development (adapted
from Hailey & James 2003)

Demonstrating Attribution
It is rare that sensitive data can be gleaned from an organisation that is not
receiving an intervention, so establishing a counterfactual is difficult.
Meeting Donor Reporting Needs
The recent increase in the quantitative reporting needs hinder conservation
efforts given the long timescales required for attaining capacity development
outcomes. The demonstration of outcome achievement over a three to five year
project cycle is especially challenging.
Determining Cost-Effectiveness
The difficulty of establishing capacity development impacts has direct
consequences for the ability to calculate return on investment for capacity
development initiatives in terms of organisational development, as well as
associated increases in service delivery.

Kapos et al. (2008) conceptualised the pathways between a series of common
conservation interventions and the desired conservation effect (figure 2.3). One
pathway described the complex relationship between implementation of a capacity
development initiative and delivery of any associated conservation effect. A key
outcome (Figure 2.3 - marked with a yellow star) was identified from which
conservation effect could be predicted (Kapos et al. 2009).
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Figure 2.3 - A conceptualised capacity development results chain that shows the complex
links between implementation of a capacity development initiative and the desired
conservation effect. The components of the flow chart correspond to implementation,
outcomes and impact (Kapos et al. 2008)

The sheer complexity of such conceptual frameworks makes evaluation a daunting
task; and measurement of a key outcome such as this requires that baseline data be
collected from the beginning of an intervention, so that change over time can be
measured and impact estimated.

2.4 COSTING CONSERVATION – RETURN ON INVESTMENT ANALYSIS
Given the limited availability of conservation funding and the scale of the problems
facing biodiversity, it is important to consider the relative cost of initiatives when
making conservation investments (Wilson et al. 2007; Underwood et al. 2008).
Conservation Return on Investment Analysis (ROI) is a priority setting tool that
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attempts to quantify the cost-effectiveness of biodiversity conservation outcomes.
Thus far the primary usage of ROI analysis has been to estimate the comparable costs
of management in conservation planning. However, the need for conservation
evaluation means that ROI analysis is slowly filtering into other facets of
conservation.

2.5 BIRDLIFE INTERNATIONAL – A GLOBAL CONSERVATION NETWORK
BirdLife International is a global network of 121 bird and biodiversity conservation
NGOs. The network spans six continents and works together on shared conservation
priorities and programmes to conserve birds and biodiversity. The BirdLife
International network is formed of the BirdLife Partnership of constituent Partner
NGOs; a governing Global Council and regional committees whose members are
elected from within the Partnership; and coordinating global and regional
Secretariats. With a few exceptions, one Partner NGO represents each country or
defined geographic territory within the network (figure 2.4). Partner organisations
are democratic, grass roots membership-based NGOs.

Figure 2.4 – The global distribution of the BirdLife International Partnership (BirdLife
International 2011)
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BirdLife’s new 2020 strategy (BirdLife International 2013) focuses on four strategic
pillars: (i) saving species, (ii) conserving sites and habitats, (iii) promoting ecological
sustainability and (iv) empowering local communities and people. This strategy is
translated into action through a set of Conservation Programmes that deliver against
these strategic objectives and help the Partnership focus and work together around
common priorities and enable more effective conservation. An integral feature of the
BirdLife International network is a capacity development system that gives
opportunities to Partner NGOs to develop and grow into stable, sustainable
organisations that can deliver high, sustained conservation impact.
2.5.1 BIRDLIFE CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT
This capacity development system, nested in pillar (iv) of the BirdLife 2020 strategy
empowering local communities and people (BirdLife International 2013), is well
developed and focusses at the organisational level (figure 2.4).

Figure 2.4 - Summary of the BirdLife International capacity development system (BF).
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The system is incorporated within the governance structure of the network, with
Partner organisations gaining many of the capacity development opportunities that
have been associated with NGO networks in the literature (Liebler & Ferri 2004,
figure 2.2).
2.5.2 TARGETED INITIATIVES
The global and regional secretariats provide default support services to the whole
BirdLife network through the mechanisms in figure 2.4. These include providing
communication links between partners; developing and compiling best practice
guidelines and toolkits; and fundraising for multi-country conservation efforts.
Specific technical assistance on organisational and programme issues is provided to
NGOs when required. In addition to the opportunities provided by network
membership, BirdLife aims targeted capacity development assistance to Partners.
Partners can enter strategic bilateral or multilateral support relationships with or
without involvement from the secretariat.
The Supporting Partner Programme is one such initiative that provides funding to a
subset of BirdLife Partners. Larger Partners support less developed Partners when
there are shared conservation interests or historical relationships. This funding is
used to fund conservation work, as well as staff and administrative costs that may
not be covered though donor project funding. The aim of the Supporting Partner
Programme is outlined below:
“The overall aim [of the Supporting Partner Programme] is to contribute to the
implementation of the BirdLife Strategy by promoting the growth and strengthening of
BirdLife Partners. Specifically, the system aims to channel financial resources and
expertise available in some BirdLife partners towards other partners who may benefit
from such support in order for the recipient partners to strengthen their capacity,
conservation programmes and become financially self-sufficient.” (Thompson 2012)
BirdLife International and some Supporting Partners employ dedicated staff to
provide technical support to developing Partners. Technical support may include
remote assistance, regular visits or out-postings tailored to the needs of each
individual supported Partner. Technical assistance may include conservation or
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organisational issues, as well as fundraising and programme development. A variety
of combinations of financial and technical support have been given within the
Supporting Partner Programme, making it well tailored to evaluation.
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3 METHODS
3.1 STUDY DESIGN
The aim of this study was to critically analyse capacity development interventions
within the BirdLife Partnership, and to recommend best practice in organisational
capacity development for future interventions. Capacity development processes are
often complex. Kapos et al., (2009) indicate that evaluations at the outcome level can
act as a proxy for success when direct links cannot be established between project
implementation and conservation impact. In light of the challenges facing capacity
development and conservation evaluation as outlined in the literature; this study
focussed on three research questions (table 1.1) to disentangle the complex
relationships between capacity development inputs and two overarching outcomes organisational development and conservation action. The current level of capacity
within the BirdLife Partnership was established, as were factors relating to capacity
development; the effect of different inputs within capacity development
interventions was then estimated; and a return on investment framework for
capacity development initiatives within the BirdLife Partnership was created.
The lack of adequate baseline data for capacity development initiatives made causal
inference difficult, and sample size was a limiting factor on statistical techniques such
as propensity score matching. However, a variety of data and analyses was utilised,
alongside a less complex ‘by eye’ matching method, in an attempt to triangulate
inferences and indicate causation over correlation. The analytical framework for the
study was structured around a capacity development results chain (figure 3.1) to
demonstrate the study focus at the input and outcome levels.
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Figure 3.1 – Analytical framework. Hypotheses focussed around evaluating the effect of
capacity development inputs on conservation and organisational development outcomes.
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3.2 DATA COLLECTION
A combination of quantitative and qualitative data are required to effectively
evaluate capacity development initiatives (Hailey et al. 2005). Therefore a range of
data sources reflecting qualitative and quantitative measures of capacity and
conservation outcomes were collected and collated for this desk-based study during
a six week period at the BirdLife International Global Secretariat in Cambridge. Data
related to conservation need, organisational capacity, organisational development
and conservation outcomes were held by BirdLife International, while data that
related to the external operating environment for NGOs were sourced from relevant
open-access web-based data sources. The data used in the study are detailed below.
3.2.1 MEASURING THE EXTERNAL OPERATING ENVIRONMENT
The literature demonstrates the potential negative effects of the external operating
environment on the stability of NGOs (Kameri-Mbote 2000) and conservation
projects (e.g.Balint & Mashinya, 2006; Endamana et al., 2010; Smith, Muir, Walpole,
Balmford, & Leader-Williams, 2003). The external operating environment was
therefore hypothesised to play a key role in the financial growth and stability of
BirdLife organisations.
In their study of conservation expenditure in Africa, Brockington & Scholfield (2010)
highlighted the need for future work to take into account governance, social and
economic indices when investigating the work of conservation NGOs. Country-level
indices relating to economic (Gross Domestic Product per capita - GDP), social
(Human Development Index - HDI) and governance (Corruption Perceptions Index CPI, World Bank ‘Regulatory’ and ‘Voice and Accountability’ scores) were
downloaded from the relevant open source websites (World Bank 2012a; World
Bank 2012b; United Nations Development Programme 2012; Transparency
International 2012).
3.2.2 MEASURING ORGANISATIONAL CAPACITY AND ORGANISATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
Biennial organisational data
A key aim of the BirdLife capacity development system is to achieve organisational
sustainability for Partner organisations. Quantitative organisational data from each
BirdLife Partner Organisation pertaining to size of organisation (annual operating
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budget, number of staff, and number of members) were collected every two years
between 1998 and 2012.
These data can give an indication of organisational size, a very coarse index of
capacity (e.g. tha amount of funds levered from donors for conservation work).
Trends in these quantitative data can also provide a measure of both organisational
growth and financial stability (ABT Associates 2000). However, data needed to be
transformed to be usable for this purpose.
An index for financial instability was developed under the assumption that a negative
change in budget indicated instability. The level of instability would be compounded
both by size of negative change and number of negative changes. An index of
cumulative negative change in budget was therefore calculated (Figure 3.2). Average
percentage annual change in budget was used as an index of organisational growth
(Figure 3.2). Organisations that showed no growth were omitted from the
Organisational Growth index, as were organisations that showed no negative change
in budget from the Financial Instability index. Both indices were then transformed by
taking the natural logarithm to achieve a normal distribution.

Figure 3.2 - Formulae to calculate indices of organisational growth and financial
instability

BirdLife “Health Check”
The measures defined above can describe broad trends in organisational
development and sustainability. However, these trends often fail to adequately
capture internal capacity of an organisation (Hailey & James 2003). Many
assessments have been developed within the international development and
conservation sectors in an attempt to capture nuances in these internal management
capacities (BOND 2012).
20

Many of these assessments are carried out internally by the organisation. While
external evaluations add a level of impartiality and objectivity to organisational
assessment (Morgan 1997), self-assessment and self-evaluation can be integral to the
capacity development process (Fowler et al. 1995). The BirdLife Organisational
Health Check (BirdLife International 2008) is a capacity self-assessment
questionnaire that examines twelve key quality areas of organisational capacity that
align with the BirdLife Partner requirements. Four senior staff from each BirdLife
Partner organisation undertook the Health Check in 2012. The key quality areas
examined by the Health Check are outlined below1:
Governance;
Planning;
Organisational Management;
Human Resources and Staff/Volunteer Management;
Constituency (members, branches and supporters);
Internal Communications;
Projects and Activities Management;
Fundraising and Financial Management;
External Communications;
Networking and Partnerships;
Conservation;
Monitoring and Evaluation

The assessment was formed of 73 indicators that were split within each quality area
and scored on a scale of ‘Poor’, ‘Moving Towards’, ‘Fair’, ‘Good’, or ‘Not Applicable’. The
survey was completed by each BirdLife Partner. Scores were then averaged over all
respondents from each organisation.
Supporting Partner survey
In 2011 a survey was sent to all BirdLife Supporting Partners to understand the
specific types of support given to Supported Partners. This included: annual financial
support given for the period 2008-2010; whether this was project-based or core
funding (average budget); the amount of time allotted to Supported Partners by
Supporting Partner staff (days support); duration of support; and key successes,
failures and lessons learnt from the Supporting Partner programme. This qualitative
and quantitative information was combined in a ‘Ranked Outcomes’ analysis, detailed
below in the Data Analysis section.
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appendix 1 for a more detailed breakdown of the standards being measured

3.2.3 MEASURING CONSERVATION ACTION
A measure of partner conservation outcomes was not available across the whole
BirdLife Partnership. However, the study aimed to assess capacity distribution and
development in relation to conservation. Therefore a surrogate index for that of
conservation outcomes was sought. A survey was completed in 2012 by a subset of
BirdLife Partner organisations from the Africa, Europe and Americas regions to
establish which globally threatened birds the Partners were working to conserve. An
index of conservation action - the total number of globally threatened bird species for
which an organisation was implementing conservation – was calculated for each
partner and used in analyses. Kapos et al. (2009) show that conservation
implementation is a poor predictor of conservation success, and the limitations of
using an action measure in the place of an outcome measure should be recognised.
For example, it may be better to achieve sustained outcomes for one Critically
Endangered bird species than implement ineffective work for many. However, due to
the unavailability of a good outcome index it was decided that there was some merit
to the inclusion of an index of conservation action.

3.3 DATA ANALYSIS
3.3.1 PREDICTING FINANCIAL GROWTH, STABILITY AND CONSERVATION ACTION
A Generalised Linear Model was constructed to elucidate which factors, if any,
predict organisational growth and organisational stability. Factors included in each
model were selected to test hypotheses H1, H2 and H3 (table 1.1).
Principal components analysis
Many of the factors to be used were heavily correlated with each other, and if used as
covariates in a GLM this would have jeopardised the stability and explanatory power
of the model. In addition, several different indices for each outcome type were
available, and dimension reduction was necessary. Principal components analysis
(PCA) is a technique that employs orthogonal transformation to output a set of
uncorrelated principal components which can then be utilised in a regression
analysis. Each principal component explains a proportion of the variation within a
dataset, and reduction of dimensionality can be achieved when fewer numbers of
principal components adequately explain the total variance within the dataset than
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there are original variables. The aim of using PCA in this analysis was therefore to
reduce dimensionality and co-linearity of explanatory variables within the models.
There is some debate as to what is an acceptable proportion of explained variance
explained for the principal components to be adequately representative of the data;
in this case 80% of sample variance was taken as a threshold.
Modelling the Principal Components
To account for regional differences in context, region was included as a random effect
in a generalised linear mixed model. However, the model over-fitted, perhaps due to
the relatively low numbers of data points in each sub-region set, leading to the
random effect explaining no variance. A fixed effects GLM incorporating a Gaussian
error structure was therefore used, under the assumption that regional variation
could be captured adequately by the inclusion of economic, governance and social
factors representing the external operating environment.
Factors to be used as explanatory variables in the maximal models related to the
external operating environment, organisational size and internal organisational
structures and are outlined below:
•

External Environment - GDP / Human Development Index / Corruption
Perceptions Index, / World Bank Governance scores (Voice and Accountability
/ Regulatory environment)

•

Organisational size - Budget, staff, members

•

Internal Organisation - Scores for each Health Check category

The resulting maximal models were simplified by comparing Akaike's Information
Criterion (AIC) values.
3.3.2 QUANTIFYING THE EFFECT OF TARGETED SUPPORT
The Supporting Partner system is characterised by provision of funding and technical
support, with the aim of organisational and technical capacity development of
BirdLife Partners. In order to estimate the effect of these different support types
within the BirdLife Partnership, a subset of organisations that received the financial
and technical “premium” support package was compared to a subset, matched by
region, of organisations that received the “standard” support package. Relationships
were by performing a series of non-parametric Wilcoxon tests between the
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organisational development outcomes of growth and stability, Health Check scores
and conservation action.
The Ranked Outcomes method (Howe & Milner-Gulland 2012) was used to assess the
effectiveness of the targeted financial and technical support delivered as part of the
Supporting Partner Programme. Ranked Outcomes is a novel technique to assess the
relative impact of a group of related projects or programmes by evaluating
qualitative text that reports on project successes and failures. The technique requires
that a group of outcomes are defined that cover all objectives of the related set of
programmes. Once defined, these outcomes are ranked according to their perceived
importance in delivering conservation impact. Qualitative texts relating to project
outcomes are then scored according on whether they address each outcome, the
lowest-ranked outcome scoring one point and the top-ranking outcome getting the
highest score.
In accordance with Howe & Milner-Gulland (2012), outcomes were defined in four
groups according to BF’s knowledge of the BirdLife International Conservation
Programmes and the overall aims of the Supporting Partner System. These groups
are outlined below:
•

Site and species conservation

•

Advocacy, education and awareness raising

•

Organisational development

•

Negatives

BF then ranked the defined outcomes in terms of the perceived importance of each to
delivering organisational development and conservation outcomes within the
BirdLife framework. Ideally the defined outcomes and their rankings would be
agreed and verified by those with knowledge of the programme. However, this was
not possible due to logistical constraints. Instead, BF relied on his own in-depth
knowledge of the programme2. Defined outcomes and ranks can be found in
Appendix 2.
Qualitative text excerpts, captured in the supporting partner survey, were made
anonymous to control for bias. These excerpts were then scored against the defined
outcomes and scores were totalled first by group and then to give an overall score to
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worked as an intern within BirdLife International’s Partnership, Capacity and Communities
department and then as Organisational Development Adviser within a key supporting partner
throughout 2012.

each support programme. Scores were analysed against the quantities of each type of
support using linear models and generalised linear models with poisson errors.
3.3.3 QUANTIFYING RETURN ON INVESTMENT
An ROI analysis was performed for capacity development initiatives within the
Supporting Partner programme, in order to quantify the cost-effectiveness of
different quantities and types of investments on outcomes achievement.
To calculate ROI, total project expenditure should be utilised. The average annual
financial support was known; however investment in technical support was only
given as number of days staff support. The amount of technical support was
therefore estimated, assuming an annual salary of USD 50,000 (approximately GBP
32,000 – a usual salary for a project manager in conservation) and 250 working days
a year. This gave a daily estimate of USD 200, from which an estimated cost of
technical support could be calculated for each partner. Estimated total annual
support was then calculated by summing the average annual support budget and the
estimated cost of technical support.
Organisations were then ranked according to the ROI per unit support for three
different outcomes – Growth, Stability and the total Ranked Outcomes score.
Spearman’s Rank tests were performed between ranks of each outcome type to
establish any correlations between ROI rank for each outcome.
Organisations were then placed into one of three groups according to their ROI rank,
with the top ten organisations in group one, organisations 11-19 in group two and
organisations 20-28 in group three. Investment type and quantity was then
compared between groups.

3.4 ETHICS
There is the potential to cause reputational damage to BirdLife International and the
BirdLife Partner Organisations, as sensitive organisational data has been used in
analysis. However, several measures have been introduced to reduce risk to BirdLife
International and BirdLife Partner organisations. The data used in this thesis has
been collected by BirdLife International from partner organisations with prior and
informed consent. Anonymity and confidentiality have been assured for all
organisations, and this will continue to be the case in any future publications.
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4 RESULTS
Results are presented logically according to research objective and hypothesis tested.
The results of analyses summarising the level and distribution of organisational size,
characteristics and internal capacities are first presented in relation to the external
operating environment and conservation need. The results of generalised linear
models that tested relationships between organisational development and
conservation outputs and outcomes, and these factors are then described. The results
of the analysis on the effect of targeted capacity development and conservation
support are then shown. Finally, results of a return on investment analysis of
different capacity development investments are presented.

4.1 CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PARTNERSHIP
4.1.1 DATA AVAILABILITY
Of the 1173 NGOs in the BirdLife Partnership in 2012, 112 organisations provided
information on annual income and membership, while 109 organisations provided
data on staff numbers. Health Check questionnaires were submitted by 106
organisations and information on Conservation Action was obtained from 79
organisations3. Table 4.1 summarises the data collected for use in analysis.

Table 4.1 - Number of Partners for which data is available

Year

1998
2000
2002
2004
2006
2008
2010
2012

Number of Partners Submitting Data
Annual
Income
56
80
68
89
92
103
106
112

Number
of Staff
52
78
63
84
89
99
101
109

Number of
Members
56
88
68
89
90
101
105
112

Health
Check

Conservation
Action4

Supporting
Partner
Survey

106

79
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3 Nine

organisations were accepted into the Partnership in 2013.
for Conservation Action was only available from the regions of Europe and Central Asia, Africa and the
Americas.
4Data

4.1.2 EXPLORING THE CURRENT CAPACITY OF THE BIRDLIFE PARTNERSHIP
The overall income of the BirdLife Partnership increased every year between 2002
and 2012, apart from 2008 which saw a slight dip. This holds true even when the
possible confounding effect of new organisations entering the Partnership is taken
into account (figure 4.1), and when considering inflation. The slight negative change
in income in 2008 is possibly related to the global economic downturn that began in
that year. Year on year there is therefore more money available for conservation
within the BirdLife Partnership.

Figure 4.1 - Annual income of the BirdLife Partnership between 2002 and 2012

The median (M) annual income in 2012 was $563,453 (IQR=$1,776,509), which more
than doubled from $249,054 (IQR=$951,516) in 2002. A similar increase was seen in
the median staff members from 2002 (M=14, IQR=25.5) to 2012 (M=19, IQR=35).
Median membership within the BirdLife Partnership was similar in 2002 (M=746.5,
IQR=3815.25) and 2012 (M=749.5, IQR= 4350.25).
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A Spearman’s rank test (S=65481, p=<0.001) showed that organisational size as
represented by annual income was positively correlated with the external
environment (HDI score). Larger organisations therefore occur in richer countries.
This was explored further by comparing organisational size to region. Nonparametric Kruskal Wallace tests were performed to elucidate regional differences.
Annual income (x214=42.59, p=<0.001), number of staff (x214=27.42, p=0.017) and
number of members (x214=53.30, p=<0.001) were all significantly related to region.
Health Check scores were on average very high (mean = 2.316), indicating that the
internal capacity of partner organisations was quite good overall. Kruskal-Wallace
tests showed that there was no difference between regions or sub-regions for any of
the Health Check categories. There was, however, a large amount of intra-regional
variation, which suggested that Health Check responses were size and contextspecific. For example, an East African organisation may have a very good
management structure for the East African context, but this will not necessarily
compare favourably with the system required for a larger NGO in North America or
Western Europe.
There were positive correlations between the indicators for organisational size and
internal organisational capacities (table 4.2), although neither organisational
management nor project management capacities were related to any indicator of
organisational size. The indices of growth and instability showed signs of correlation
when tested with Spearman’s rank, although this was non-significant (S=65334,
p=0.070).
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Table 4.2 – Relationships* between organisational size and internal organisation
(Spearman’s Rank Test).

Budget

Staff

Members

+

++

+

++

++

+++

+++

+++

Human Resources

.

+++

++

Monitoring and Evaluation

+

++

++

.

+

Governance
Organisational Management
Planning
Financial Management
Project Management

Conservation
Internal Communications

+

.

External Communications

+++

+++

Constituency

+++

+

.

.

Networking & Partnership

+++
+

*Significance codes: + indicates significance to 0.05; ++ indicates

significance to 0.01; +++ indicates significance to 0.001

Regional and sub-regional differences in organisational growth and financial
instability were also observed (figure 4.2). Kruskal Wallace tests were performed to
test the significance of these observed differences. There was a significant difference
in percentage growth between sub-regions, but no regionally significant difference
was found for financial instability.
The most stable organisations were found in Europe and North America, almost
certainly due to the favourable external environment and the long history of NGO
activity in these regions. All other sub-regions seemed to have similar levels of
instability. The highest levels of growth were found in South Asia, East and Southern
Africa, and the Pacific Islands; whereas the lowest levels of growth were in SouthEast Asia, North Africa and the Middle East, West Africa and North America (figure
4.2). The lack of growth in North America may be due to the established nature of the
NGOs in this region. Growth may be promoted in East, Southern Africa and South Asia
as these regions have all historically received much conservation interest. Countries
in West Africa, South East Asia and North Africa and the Middle East have not
received much conservation attention in the past, indicating that organisations are
predisposed to growth if they are in countries that have a richer conservation
history.
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Partners in Western
Europe and North
America seem to be
more stable.

`

Partners in Southern Africa,
South Asia and the Pacific
Islands seem to experience
greater sustained annual
percentage growth.

North Africa & the Middle East,
South-East Asia, West Africa
and North America show less
growth than other regions

Figure 4.2 - Differences in growth and stability between region and sub-region. 'BirdLife regions' are broadly represented by the brackets, although
Middle East and North Africa were combined due to low sample sizes and cultural similarities. Kruskal Wallace tests showed that growth was
significantly different between regions (x214=38.43, p=<0.001), and that there was no significant difference in stability between regions
(x214=16.94, p=0.260).
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4.2 PREDICTING ORGANISATIONAL GROWTH AND INSTABILITY
4.2.1 PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS ANALYSIS (PCA)
In order to elucidate those factors that may relate to the indices of growth, instability
and conservation action, potential explanatory variables were orthogonally
transformed using PCA. The first four principal components explained more than
80% of the overall variation in the dataset (figure 4.3), thus the PCA was successful in
reducing data dimensionality. The remaining sixteen components were discarded.

Components discarded

Figure 4.3 – Bar plot showing the amount of variance described by each principal
component. The first four principal components explain more than 80% of the total
sample variance so these were used in the linear models.
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The PCA loadings for each of the four principal components were then examined
graphically to identify groupings of original variables (figure 4.4).

Figure 4.4 – Bar plots of the loadings of the first four principal components (describing
>80% of the total sample variance). PC1 describes internal organisational structures
(blue), PC2 describes the external environment (red) and organisation size (green). PC3
also describes organisational size (green), while PC4 describes variation within internal
organisation (blue).

Principal component 1 (PC1) represented the internal organisation. Principal
component 2 (PC2) represented the external operating environment and
organisational size. Principal component 3 (PC3) described the variation in
organisational size that is not intrinsically related to the external operating
environment, while PC4 described some of the variation found within each Health
Check score.
32

4.2.2 MODELLING GROWTH, INSTABILITY AND CONSERVATION ACTION
The four principal components were used as explanatory variables in GLMs against
indices of growth, growth since 2008, instability, instability since 2008 and
conservation action.
Instability and Conservation Action were significantly related to PC2, while growth
since joining the BirdLife Partnership was related to PC2 and suggestively to PC3
(table 4.3). There was a suggestive relationship between growth (2008) and PC1.
Table 4.3 – Outputs from minimum adequate GLMs. There were significant relationships
between both ‘Growth’ and ‘Stability’ and Principal Component 2 – representing the
external operating environment and organisational size. Outputs of maximal models can
be found in appendix 3

Model
Instability
Instability
(2008)
Growth
Growth
(2008)
Conservation
Action

Coefficient
Intercept
PC2
Intercept
PC2
Intercept
PC1
PC2
PC3
Intercept
PC1
Intercept
PC2

Estimate

3.917
0.112
4.572
0.058
3.330
0.088
0.136
-0.212
3.051
0.130
2.435
0.075

Standard
Error
0.082
0.035
0.090
0.040
0.152
0.057
0.065
0.115
0.186
0.068
0.083
0.036

t Value

Pr(>|t|)

47.61
3.211
50.32
1.449
21.97
1.546
2.100
-1.835
16.44
1.924
29.33
2.061

<0.001
0.002
<0.001
0.153
<0.001
0.127
0.040
0.071
<0.001
0.059
<0.001
0.0439

***
**
***
***
*
.

***
.

***
*

PC2 describes both organisational size and external environment. Therefore either
one or both of the external operating environment and organisational size are
negatively related to both growth and instability. PC3 described the variance in the
data caused by organisational size that was not intrinsically linked to the external
environment. Lack of a significant relationship between the three response variables
and PC3 suggests it is the external environment, and not organisational size, that is
the important factor for both stability and growth.
The quantity of conservation action that an organisation was able to undertake was
significantly related to the external environment. While it might have been expected
that this relationship would be negative (i.e. less conservation work where there are
smaller organisations and less capacity), the relationship was in fact positive. This
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may be due to the fact that there is a lot more conservation attention in these highbiodiversity countries, or simply because there tends to be more globally threatened
birds to work on.
To further explore the potential effect of organisational size on organisational growth
and financial instability, GLMs between the indices of Instability and Growth and PC3
only were performed (results are found in appendix 3). No significance was found in
either model, although there is again a suggested negative relationship between
Growth and PC3 (t= -1.876, p=0.065). The null result between Instability and PC3
further confirms that it is the influence of the external operating environment
characteristics represented by PC2 and not organisational size that produced the
significant relationships in table 4.2. Although not significant, size seems important
to organisational growth. The negative relationship indicates that organisations grow
less when they are bigger – organisational growth may plateau when a threshold is
reached.
Samples were split into four groups according to their PC2 score, in an attempt to
crudely match organisations on their external operating environment and explore
potential nuances in the other factors. GLMs were used to test for correlations
between Growth and Instability and organisational characteristics as represented by
PC1, PC3 and PC4. No significant relationship was found between either growth or
stability and any explanatory variable, again suggesting that external environment is
the main driver of financial instability and organisational growth.
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4.3 THE EFFECT OF TARGETED CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT SUPPORT ON
ORGANISATIONAL DEVELOPMENT OUTCOMES

4.3.1 DEFINING A COUNTERFACTUAL
Matching of organisations by region produced two groups of similarly sized
organisations (figure 4.5 iii). There was also no significant difference of conservation
need between the two groups (figure 4.5 ii), although those receiving “premium”
support seemed to have consistently fewer globally threatened birds in-country.
There was however a significant difference in external environment between groups
(figure 4.5 i), with those organisations receiving the “premium” support package
existing in worse operating environments.

Figure 4.5 - Boxplots showing comparisons of external environment, organisational size
and conservation need between "premium" and "standard" support groups matched by
region (n=39, 21).

A second match was done by eye within the first matched group in order to get a
more comparable unit of external environment. Organisations were removed if they
had an external operating environment score of less than -0.2. This produced a much
more pleasing match (figure 4.6 i), although a similar trend existed with conservation
need as in the previous match (figure 4.6 ii). Whilst not significant, in this match
those organisations within the “premium” support group now seemed to have on
average a slightly greater size (figure 4.6 iii).
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Figure 4.6 - Organisations matched by region and external environment (n=28, 9).

4.3.2 COMPARING SUPPORT GROUPS
There was no significant difference in Growth or Stability between those
organisations receiving premium support and those receiving the standard support
packages, when matches were compared using Mann-Whitney Wilcoxon tests
(appendix 4). However, some interesting differences were seen between the two
support groups when Health Check scores are compared. In each case where a
significant difference was found (table 4.4) the ‘premium’ support group had higher
scores than the ‘standard’ group (examples can be seen in figure 4.7).

Match 2 (n=28,9)

Match 1
(n=39,21)

Table 4.4 – Wilcoxon tests between Health Check Scores of organisations with and
without ‘premium support’ within supported regions. Groups differed significantly
between ‘Organisational Management’, ‘Planning’, and ‘Project Management’.

Test (n=39, 21)
Organisational
Management
Planning
Project
Management
Conservation
Action
Organisational
Management
Project
Management
Human Resources
Conservation5
Internal
Communications
External
Communications
Constituency

W

P Value

270.5

0.017

*

259.5

0.005

**

245.5

0.005

**

140

0.040

*

69

0.043

*

59

0.016

*

76
76

0.078
0.078

.
.

68

0.039

*

75.5

0.075

.

74

0.066

.
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Figure 4.7 – Boxplots showing significant differences found in Wilcoxon tests on Health
Check scores and Conservation Action index for matched group 1 (Table 4.5). In each case
organisations receiving ‘premium support’ perform better on average than organisations
receiving ‘standard support’.

The significance seen between the matched groups suggests that support is
successful in instituting and improving organisational structures, project
management capability and longer-term strategic planning. The ‘Organisational
Management’ and ‘Internal Communications’ categories that were significantly
higher for organisations receiving ‘premium’ support related to management
structures and organisational policies. Strategic planning, business planning and risk
management were a key focus of the ‘planning’ category that showed a significant
difference between groups in match 1. Both internal management and future
planning may improve when funding for core expenditure is guaranteed for a set
timeframe, as is the case with many support relationships.
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5‘Conservation’

was a Health Check category, whilst ‘Conservation Action’ was measured as outlined in the
methods section.

Support relationships are often characterised by joint conservation project
management. This may have enabled skill transfer and sharing of experience,
enabling the increase in ‘Project Management’ capacity for ‘premium’ supported
organisations.
Organisations that received ‘premium’ support also implemented conservation
action for more globally threatened birds than the ‘standard’ group (figure 4.8).
While this is perhaps unsurprising, it is reassuring that additional support relates to
increased conservation implementation. No difference was seen between the indices
of Growth and Instability for either of the matches.
The Health Check was a snapshot of capacity in 2012 and has not captured a trend in
capacity development over time. This makes causation difficult to infer despite the
matching procedure, as selection bias cannot be accounted for, however results are
highly indicative that support is beneficial to internal organisation.

4.4 QUANTIFYING THE EFFECT OF DIFFERENT SUPPORT TYPES
The following section analyses data collected from the supporting partner survey.
Twenty-eight surveys were completed fully, so only information gleaned from these
was used in the analysis. The outcome-based measures (Total, Sites and Species,
Advocacy and Awareness, Internal Organisation, and Negatives – see appendix 2)
that were extracted from qualitative text within the surveys were used as response
variables in linear and generalised linear models. The organisational development
outcome indices of Instability and Growth were also used as response variables in
this analysis. The annual quantities of support provided, in terms of financial and
technical support, were used as explanatory variables, as was the number of years
that organisations had received support.
A negative relationship (table 4.5, visualised in figure 4.8) was found between
Instability and days support, suggesting that as more technical support is given, an
organisation becomes more stable. Growth (since 2008) was positively correlated
with technical support, while advocacy and awareness outcomes were achieved
when more technical support was provided.
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Table 4.5 – Results of GLMs between outcomes and support inputs. †Indicates Poisson

errors
Model
Instability
Ranked
Outcomes
(Total)
Ranked
Outcomes†
(Advocacy)
Growth (2008)
Ranked
Outcomes†
(Sites/Species)
Instability (2008)

Coefficient
Intercept
Days Support
Intercept

Estimate
5.25148
-0.00473
9.03416

Std. Error
0.180109
0.00173
4.772863

t Value
29.15717
-2.73493
1.892818

Pr (>|t|)
<0.001
0.013
0.070

Days Support
Intercept

0.07517
1.39302

0.041086
1.413772

1.82964
0.985323

0.079
0.334

Days Support
Intercept
Days Support
Intercept

0.04024
2.39746
0.00612
2.41591

0.01217
0.339382
0.002658
3.105187

3.306866
7.064206
2.305625
0.778024

0.003
<0.001
0.033
0.444

Average Budget

0.000107

3.98E-05

2.685685

0.012

Intercept
Average Budget

4.905374
-5.71E-06

0.218575
3.04E-06

22.44249
-1.88012

<0.001
0.077

***
*
.
.
**
***
*
*
***
.

Model results were also indicative of a positive relationship between the total
outcomes score and technical support, and a negative relationship between
Instability (since 2008) and average budget.

Figure 4.8 – Plots of significant relationships found in support GLMs (tables 4.6, 4.7, 4.8)
Red line indicates model fit.
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No relationship was seen between any of the outcome measures and the duration of
support given by supporting organisations. This at first seems to be in stark
opposition to the literature, which states that impacts attributable to capacity
development take many years to develop. There are several reasons that might lead
to this inconsistency. Almost all the relationships tested were over five years, and
this coupled with outcome reporting over just three years in each case (and not over
the entire support duration) may have levelled the playing field.
Growth and Instability indices were tested for congruence with the outcome based
measures gleaned from the ranked outcomes method by using a Spearman’s rank
correlation test. Significant positive relationships were found between ranked
outcomes (internal organisation) and the indices of Instability (S=838.4, p=0.038)
and Growth (S=1376.6, p=0.018). The inter-relatedness of these variables suggests
that they are measuring the same facet of organisational development. No
relationship was seen between the total ranked outcomes score or the scores for
species and site conservation and advocacy, providing justification for the use of
these different outcome measures.

4.5 RETURN ON INVESTMENT OF DIFFERENT SUPPORT TYPES ON GROWTH, STABILITY
AND CONSERVATION OUTCOMES

A return on investment analysis was performed in an attempt to inform best practice
for capacity development investments within the BirdLife Partnership. ROI was
calculated by dividing the total Ranked Outcomes score for each organisation b total
estimated expenditure as described in the methods. When divided into three groups
according to ROI rank, some interesting differences in investment quantity and type
could be seen (table 4.6).
Table 4.6 - Mean annual support estimates for each ranking group

Mean Support Budget (USD)
Mean Days Support
Estimated Staff Cost (USD)
Total Estimated Budget
(USD)
Mean ROI
(Outcome/$10,000)

Ranking Group
1-10
11-19
20-28
49,874
81,892
81658
100
87
72
20,040
17,378
14,467
66,914

99,270

96,125

1.26

0.21

-0.20
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Those organisations ranked 1-10 delivered higher outcomes per unit total estimated
budget. The top-ranked organisations received on average a greater quantity of
technical support than organisations in the other two groups. While technical
support cost more, these support programmes were able to achieve greater
outcomes per unit budget than those that received less technical support.
Confounding factors such as variation in quality of support should be recognised;
however there does seem to be a clear correlation of ROI and technical support.
Organisations ranked 11-19 on ROI seemed to be based in countries with a more
favourable external environment, although the difference was not significant (figure
4.11).

Figure 4.9 - ROI ranking groups against the external environment.

This indicates that there may be a slightly higher cost to deliver conservation
outcomes in richer, better governed countries, although data limitation prevents
concrete conclusions being drawn.
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4.6 SUMMARY OF RESULTS
A more favourable external operating environment played a key role in the ability of
organisations to achieve financial stability, while organisations receiving a
“premium” package of dedicated financial and technical capacity development
support demonstrated better organisational systems and implemented more
conservation action than those that did not receive this “premium” package. The
quantity of financial support seemed important for delivering conservation
outcomes. However organisational development and advocacy outcome achievement
was strongly related to the quantity of technical support. Lack of congruence in
outcome type and ROI show the importance of collecting data from multiple data
sources. A return on investment analysis indicated that support programmes were
more cost effective in developing countries when there was greater investment in
technical support, and that there may be a slightly higher cost per outcome when
implementing capacity development programmes in more developed countries.
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5 DISCUSSION

5.1 NGO CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT IN CONSERVATION - APPLYING THE RESULTS
If biodiversity is to persist into the future, then conservation needs to gather local
support to its cause (Brooks et al. 2012). Conservation should therefore be locally
driven and take into account relevant stakeholders and resource users (Berkes
2007). Locally focussed organisations and institutions can play a key role in
engaging these stakeholders and wider civil society in conservation (Rodríguez et al.
2007). The grassroots membership-based NGOs that constitute the BirdLife
Partnership fit this mould well and can therefore play a key role in current and future
local and national conservation efforts.
The majority of global biodiversity exists in developing tropical countries where
operating contexts tend to be less favourable. In their summary of the work of
conservation NGOs in Sub-Saharan Africa, Brockington & Scholfield (2010b) discuss
the similarities between conservation and international development NGOs and
advocate for comparisons to be drawn between the two groups. In the international
development sector, much work has been done to assess which factors affect the
growth and financial stability of NGOs and the operating context was discussed as a
key factor (e.g. Brown & Kalegaonkar 2002; Barr et al. 2005). In conservation,
parallel research has focussed on success and failure of conservation initiatives, and
the external operating environment was found to hinder successful conservation
work (e.g. Endamana et al. 2010; Barrett et al. 2001; Smith et al. 2003); although
recent evidence disputes this (Brooks et al. 2012). The results of this thesis
demonstrated a negative correlation between the financial stability of NGOs and the
external operating environment, and are therefore in agreement with much of the
literature; from both international development and conservation.
In disagreement with the literature, no difference was demonstrated between the
financial stability or organisational growth of BirdLife NGOs and the receipt of a
‘premium’ versus ‘standard’ support package. However, clear differences were seen
for several facets of management, planning, project management and organisational
structures between the two support groups.
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The allocation of premium support seems not to have taken prior capacity into
account, with supporters establishing support relationships for reasons of historical
relationship and shared conservation priority, and not necessarily for capacity
development need (H Thompson, Pers. Comm.6). Taking into account the caveats
around causal inference for capacity development initiatives; and that lack of data in
this study restricted the measurement of trends in internal organisational change;
results indicated that improvements in these structures were a consequence of the
‘premium’ support package. This study found no link between internal structures and
financial stability (although results were suggestive of a relationship between
internal structures and organisational growth); however this null result is in
opposition to the literature (e.g. Lusthaus et al. 1995; Morgan 1998; Brown &
Kalegaonkar 2002) that discusses the importance of such structures to achieving
financial and organisational stability; and may be caused by a lack of suitable data or
the (necessarily) inadequacies of surrogate outcome indices.
Given the skewed distribution of biodiversity throughout the developing world and
the large role that NGOs can play in biodiversity conservation (Brockington &
Scholfield 2010b), it is imperative that organisations such as those found in the
BirdLife network are able to effectively operate, survive and grow into the future.
Any capacity development assistance that can be made to promote the growth,
stability, sustainability, and service delivery is should therefore be a priority for
conservation. While this is in itself an important recommendation, interpretation of
the results found in this study can go further, and broadly quantify the amount and
type of support that can deliver greatest capacity development impact.

5.2 SUPPORT – HOW MUCH IS ENOUGH?
The package of technical and financial support delivered by the Supporting Partner
programme certainly seems to have beneficial consequences for organisations that
receive support; both in terms of internal capacity and conservation action. However
a question immediately comes to mind: can an optimum annual expenditure be
calculated for organisational capacity development initiatives?
No precise recipe for capacity development support exists, and investments should
be made on a case by case basis. However, the exact quantity of financial support that
is received by an organisation does not seem to be as important in achieving
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organisational growth, financial stability or advocacy and awareness outcomes as the
amount of technical assistance received by an organisation. This is a novel finding
within the conservation literature; although a simple web search will reveal many a
consultancy firm that offers such technical services to developing NGOs for a cost.
The ROI analysis gave some interesting average figures for the optimal level of
support, with the ten highest ranked organisations receiving an average of
approximately USD 50,000 annually, alongside 100 days of technical support. There
are limitations to using ROI and other factors such as conservation need and
willingness to receive support should of course also drive capacity development
investments; however the relative size of these figures will be encouraging to
BirdLife. While causation again cannot be ascertained, a clear relationship has
emerged between technical support and outcome achievement from several aspects
of the analysis, and relatively large staff investments may be more cost effective in
terms of achieving outcomes than financial assistance alone.

5.3 STUDY LIMITATIONS AND APPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
Capacity development has been a priority of BirdLife since the formation of the
BirdLife network in 1998; and many partner-partner bilateral relationships have
been in place since before this time. However encouragingly, there seems to be a
renewed push to evaluate and learn from the success and failure of these initiatives
within the BirdLife secretariat and Supporting Partners; both to increase efficiency
and to strategically focus future resources.
This study was limited by the lack of capacity development trend data. The networkwide Health Check in 2012 represented an attempt to undertake a large-scale
capacity audit of the BirdLife Partnership, and this has now established a baseline
from which to judge future global audits in relation to capacity development inputs.
Most organisations scored very highly on the organisational Health Check (the mean
score was 2.36 out of 3.00).
While this suggests a high level of internal organisational capacity within the
network, it might also be an indication that the Health Check as used in 2012 is not as
suitable an assessment tool as was assumed. A “level 2” Health Check, which
examines the same quality areas with more in-depth indicators, has been developed
and should be used in conjunction with the 2012 assessment during the next
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network review, although this would not solve potential problems of over-reporting
from Partners.
This study introduced several new research areas. However there is still much to be
learnt about NGO capacity development processes in conservation. The BirdLife
Partnership, as the largest network of grassroots conservation NGOs globally,
provides an excellent sample within which to research these processes; however the
need to collect data from a range of different qualitative and quantitative sources as
highlighted in the literature (Hailey et al. 2005) has been upheld in this study. While
outside the remit of this study, in-depth case studies within different regional, social,
political and environmental contexts could help to shed more light on underlying
capacity development processes and linkages to conservation impact.
The Ranked Outcomes method, while a little subjective when used herein; could be a
useful evaluation tool for BirdLife in the future. Robustness could be improved with
objective agreement between the scorer and key stakeholders (supporters and
supported Partners) and participatory ranking of outcomes.
ROI analysis has been shown to be a useful tool to inform conservation investments
(Underwood et al. 2008). It is especially important to calculate ROI for organisational
capacity development initiatives, given that donors can be unwilling to fund such
complex, long-term processes. Suitable analyses can demonstrate cost-effectiveness,
justifying proposed budgets to donors and potentially increasing fundability of
capacity development projects, but again robust outcome data is required.

5.4 RECOMMENDATIONS TO BIRDLIFE AND THE SUPPORTING PARTNER SYSTEM
Several key recommendations can be made to the new BirdLife Capacity
Development System in light of these findings. These have been outlined below.
1. The importance of data collection
Continued monitoring, evaluation and learning are only possible if the right kinds of
data are collected. The lack of congruence in between the two quantitative outcomes
and the qualitative Ranked Outcome scores suggest that these two types of measure
are capturing different outcome information. This is consistent with the literature,
that states the importance of collecting both quantitative and qualitative data if
capacity development is to be successfully evaluated (Hailey 2000). The Ranked
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Outcomes method provides a robust framework within which qualitative outcome
data can be collected, and can be made more reliable if the overarching objectives of
the capacity development initiatives potential outcomes and rankings are agreed
with all stakeholders.
2. Consider the external operating environment
When making capacity development investments, the influence of the external
operating environment should be taken into account. Results from this study are in
agreement with the wider literature, in that the external operating environment is a
key factor in achieving financial sustainability. While support may be required most
by those organisations in the least favourable operating contexts, these organisations
may struggle to achieve long-term financial stability and the independence that this
can foster. Therefore BirdLife or a potential Supporting Partner should be prepared
to make a longer commitment to those organisations in countries that house high
levels of poverty and corruption.
3. It is not (necessarily) about the money
When investing in new initiatives, the overall aim of support should be agreed early
on. If the main objectives of support relate to a shared conservation interest, then
results suggest that a greater financial investment will lead to better conservation
outcomes. However, if the goal of support is to improve financial stability and achieve
organisational development outcomes, then investing in the right kind of technical
support may yield higher capacity development and awareness-raising outcomes. Of
course this is not to say that a financial commitment is not required, this creates the
foundation from which technical support can fuel organisational change. A combined
package of financial and technical assistance facilitates organisational development,
but it is the quantity of technical support relative to the financial investment that
provides concrete outcomes.
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5.5 CONCLUDING REMARKS
This thesis aimed to shed light on a novel research topic within the biodiversity
conservation sector. While many a book could be written on the topic of capacity
development in conservation, findings presented here fulfilled the study objectives
and can thus provide valuable insights for current and future capacity development
initiatives within the BirdLife Partnership and the wider conservation discipline.
Capacity development of in-country NGOs is vital if conservation is to be successful in
its remit to protect global biodiversity, and robust evaluation of this understudied
discipline is required to inform best practice. This study provides a baseline from
which BirdLife can evaluate its new formalised Capacity Development Programme,
and findings can hopefully improve both current capacity development initiatives
and future conservation impacts.
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6 APPENDICES
6.1 APPENDIX 1 – HEALTH CHECK STANDARDS
Governance
"The organisation is governed effectively and transparently, ensuring accountability
and with clear operational procedures and definition of roles."
Planning
"The organisation has a clear vision, mission and objectives that define its work in
the long term and future directions. It sets clear priorities and realistic targets as part
of a programme of activities that are designed to deliver its mission through annual
work plans."
Organisational Management
"The organisation is professionally and effectively managed as appropriate for the
organisation's needs and in order to deliver effective conservation results and fulfil
its mission and objectives."
Human Resources and Staff/Volunteer Management
"The organisation cares for their staff, promotes their development, and implements
fair and transparent policies in accordance to the new law and recognition of the
value of its human resources for the delivering of the mission."
Constituency (Members, Branches and Supporters)
"The organisation aims to be truly civil society movement and therefore holds
accountable to its members and recognises the critical support provided by members
and supporters for the achievement of its mission."
Internal Communications
"The organisation shares internally the necessary information using cost-effective
mechanisms in order to inform and motivate staff, board and volunteers."
Projects and Activities Management
"The organisation is able to effectively design, manage and report on projects and
activities of a varied nature that are part of its programme of work and critical to the
delivering of the conservation and development objectives."
Fundraising and Financial Management
"The organisation generates and manages effectively the financial resources needed
to support its work."
External Communications
"The organisation actively communicates to relevant target audiences as well as to
the wider civil society, in the belief that a society informed and aware of conservation
issues is key to supporting conservation action and will help influence key decision
makers such as governments and corporations."
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Networking and Partnerships
"The organisation works with other conservation non-governmental organisations
NGOs) locally, nationally, regionally and internationally to better achieve its mission.
It cultivates a productive relationship with the relevant government sectors
providing technical services and policy inputs, but without losing the capacity to
criticise and to lobby in order to influence change."
Conservation
"The organisation delivers an effective conservation programme proportionate to its
capacity, ultimately achieving real positive conservation impact on species, sites and
habitats according to its mission and strategic plans."
Monitoring and Evaluation
"The organisation monitors its programmes regularly and systematically, analyses
relevant information and assess the outcomes in order to evaluate and constantly
improve the delivery of its mission. Evaluation findings are used to demonstrate the
organisation's effectiveness."
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6.2 APPENDIX 2 – RANKED OUTCOMES SUMMARY TABLE
Table 6.1 - Ranked Outcomes scoring and ranks.
Species/site
IBA protected
Site management/restoration underway
IBAs designated as SPA, KBA, Natura 2000
Reasons for species decline understood and appropriate action taken
Site support groups in place
Site management plans developed and endorsed by government
Site management plans developed, not endorsed
Reasons for species decline understood, action planned/pending
Site data collected/sites monitored
Species data collected/species monitored
IBAs identified
IBA inventory published
Advocacy, awareness raising and networking
Policy change as result of campaign
Actively working with government
Actively working in regional/international arena
Actively working with other national organisations
Education infrastructure created
Education campaign implemented
Awareness raising campaign implemented
Education/Awareness materials produced
Internal Organisation
Good relationship between staff and board
Senior management/key staff recruited
Permanent offices established/Organisation registered
Strategic plan developed
Good financial management
Staff recruited/staff capacity developed
Successful unrestricted fundraising initiative
Stable staff, low turnover
Successful fundraising initiative
Members increasing
Members stable
Large project managed / project management capacity developed
Negatives
Governance conflict
Staff decrease/high turnover
Poor financial management
Poor project management
Unsuccessful site action
Unsuccessful species action
Unsuccessful membership initiative
Unsuccessful fundraising initiative
Unsuccessful advocacy or campaign

Rank
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
Rank
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Score
12
11
10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
Score
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1

Rank
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
Rank
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Score
12
11
10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
Score
-9
-8
-7
-6
-5
-4
-3
-2
-1
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6.3 APPENDIX 3 – MODEL OUTPUTS FROM GROWTH AND INSTABILITY INDICES

Table 6.2 - Maximal model outputs from Growth and Instability indices and PC1-4

Model

Stability

Stability
2008

Growth

Growth
2008

Coefficients

Estimate

Intercept
PC1
PC2
PC3
PC4
Intercept
PC1
PC2
PC3
PC4
Intercept
PC1
PC2
PC3
PC4
Intercept
PC1
PC2
PC3
PC4

4.913398
0.017054
0.113241
0.012047
0.032249
4.573223
0.001495
0.058608
-0.03768
-0.07902
3.337667
0.089941
0.140135
-0.20007
-0.16958
3.041879
0.121954
0.037969
-0.17902
0.049731

Standard
Error
0.084143
0.029262
0.035859
0.068053
0.085912
0.092765
0.031042
0.040915
0.072989
0.089558
0.151741
0.057069
0.064819
0.115936
0.168857
0.189129
0.068689
0.078474
0.139486
0.220836

P
Value
<0.001
0.562
0.002
0.860
0.709
<0.001
0.962
0.158
0.608
0.382
<0.001
0.120
0.034
0.089
0.319
<0.001
0.081
0.630
0.205
0.823

t Value
58.39308
0.58281
3.157899
0.177021
0.375372
49.29895
0.048158
1.432436
-0.51623
-0.88232
21.99585
1.576
2.16193
-1.72566
-1.00426
16.08364
1.775458
0.483842
-1.28344
0.225195

***
**

***

***
*
.
***
.

Table 6.3 - Outputs of generalised linear models between Growth, Stability and PC3.

Stability
Growth

Coefficients
Intercept
PC3
Intercept
PC3

Estimate
3.930603
0.009686
3.288493
-0.22383

Standard
Error
0.088452
0.071658
0.156036
0.119313

t Value
44.43757
0.135172
21.07528
-1.87597

Pr(>|t|)
<0.001
0.893
<0.001
0.065

***
***
.
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6.4 APPENDIX 4 – OUTPUTS FROM WILCOXON TESTS BETWEEN MATCHED SUPPORT
GROUPS
Table 6.4 - Outputs from Wilcoxon tests between 'standard' and 'premium' support
groups from match 1

Test (n=39, 21)
Governance
Organisational
Management
Planning
Financial Management
Project Management
Human Resources
Monitoring and
Evaluation
Conservation
Internal Communications
External Communications
Constituency
Networking &
Partnership

W
402

P Value
0.484711

270.5
259.5
408
245.5
351

0.016576
0.005174
0.742672
0.005302
0.240605

371.5
358
344.5
380
440

0.385067
0.284903
0.203689
0.457766
0.891446

417

0.844641

*
**
**

Table 6.5 - Outputs from Wilcoxon tests between 'standard' and 'premium' support
groups from match 2

Test
Governance
Organisational Management
Planning
Financial Management
Project Management
Human Resources
Monitoring and Evaluation
Conservation
Internal Communications
External Communications
Constituency
Networking & Partnership

W
89.5
69
85.5
86.5
59
76
99.5
76
68
75.5
74
104

P Value
0.202822
0.0429
0.156309
0.167337
0.01596
0.07842
0.358492
0.077895
0.039238
0.07485
0.066049
0.446234

*

*
.
.
*
.
.

Table 6.6 - Wilcoxon tests between support groups on organisational development and
conservation outcomes for match 1

Test (n=39, 21)
Growth
Growth (2008)
Instability
Instability (2008)
Conservation
Action

W
130
177
308
253

P
Value
0.290
0.412
0.274
0.412

140

0.040

*

58

6.5 APPENDIX 5 – MODEL OUTPUTS OF OUTCOME MEASURES AGAINST SUPPORT
Table .6.7 – Outputs of models between outcome type and Days Support given to partner

Model
Stability

Growth

Ranked
Outcomes
(Total)
Ranked
Outcomes
(Sites and
Species)
Ranked
Outcomes
(Advocacy
and
Awareness)
Ranked
Outcomes
(Internal
Organisation)
Stability(2008
)
Growth
(2008)
Ranked
Outcomes
(negative)

Coefficient

Estimate

Std.
Error

Intercept
Days
Support

5.251482

0.180109

-0.00473

0.00173

Intercept
Days
Support

3.2346

0.371675

0.001143

0.003137

9.03416

4.772863

0.075172

0.041086

Intercept
Days
Support

t Value
29.1571
7
-2.73493
8.70276
5
0.36421
7
1.89281
8

Pr
(>|t|)
<0.001

**
*
*

0.013
<0.001

**
*

0.719
.
0.070
.

Intercept
Days
Support

2.193916

0.251286

0.001007

0.002032

Intercept

0.926444

0.327319

1.82964
8.73075
3
0.49538
7
2.83040
1

0.079
**
<0.001
0.624
**
0.009
**

Days
Support
Intercept
Days
Support
Intercept
Days
Support
Intercept
Days
Support
Intercept
Days
Support

0.006058

0.001935

1.898816

0.280969

0.002693

0.002043

4.50974

0.205069

0.00074

0.002731

2.397463

0.339382

0.006129

0.002658

3.13017
8
6.75809
1
1.31824
1
21.9913
1
0.27081
6
7.06420
6
2.30562
5

-7.5806

1.976184

-3.83598

<0.001

-0.00236

0.017011

-0.13865

0.891

0.004
*
<0.001
0.199
<0.001

**
*

0.790
<0.001

**
*
*

0.033
**
*
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Table 6.8 – Outputs of models between outcome type and average support budget

Model

Coefficient
Intercept

Stability

Average
Budget
Intercept

Growth

Ranked
Outcomes
(Total)
Ranked
Outcomes
(Sites and
Species)
Ranked
Outcomes
(Advocacy
and
Awareness)
Ranked
Outcomes
(Internal
Organisation
)
Stability(200
8)

Growth
(2008)
Ranked
Outcomes
(negatives)

Average
Budget
Intercept
Average
Budget
Intercept
Average
Budget
Intercept
Average
Budget
Intercept
Average
Budget
Intercept
Average
Budget
Intercept
Average
Budget
Intercept
Average
Budget

Estimate
5.246191
-5.70E06

Std..Err
or
0.275418
3.82E-06

3.46367
-1.76E06

0.569207
7.03E-06

5.899217

6.992257

0.00014

8.96E-05

1.509287
1.02E05

0.359925
3.93E-06

1.468178

0.502078

1.70E06

6.26E-06

1.797091

0.416692

4.96E06

4.93E-06

4.905374
-5.71E06
2.159952
1.12E05
-6.39562
-2.01E05

0.218575
3.04E-06
0.626134
7.93E-06
2.833795
3.63E-05

t.value
19.0480
8
1.49257
6.08507
7
0.25092
0.84367
9
1.55774
3
4.19333
7
2.59120
7
2.92420
1
0.27139
6
4.31275
4
1.00493
5
22.4424
9
1.88012
3.44966
6
1.40861
8
2.25691
0.55241

Pr
(>|t|)
<0.001

**
*

0.152
<0.001

**
*

0.804
0.407
0.131
<0.001
0.015
0.007

**
*
*
**
*

0.788
<0.001

**
*

0.324
<0.001
0.077
0.003

**
*
.
**

0.176
0.033

*

0.585
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Table 6.9 – Outputs of models between outcome type and duration of support

Model

Coefficient
Intercept

Stability

Support
Duration
Intercept

Growth

Ranked
Outcomes
(Total)
Ranked
Outcomes
(Sites and
Species)
Ranked
Outcomes
(Advocacy
and
Awareness)
Ranked
Outcomes
(Internal
Organisation
Stability(200
8)

Growth
(2008)
Ranked
Outcomes
(negatives)

Support
Duration
Intercept
Support
Duration
Intercept
Support
Duration
Intercept
Support
Duration
Intercept
Support
Duration
Intercept
Support
Duration
Intercept
Support
Duration
Intercept
Support
Duration

Estimate

Std.
Error

5.047979

0.334278

-0.01295

0.024599

4.231903

0.61652

-0.07185

0.045609

8.672238

7.601145

0.592569

t Value
15.1011
5
0.52658
6.86417
5

Pr
(>|t|)
<0.001
0.605
<0.001
0.129

0.588194

-1.5753
1.14091
2
1.00743
7

1.834669

0.402091

4.56282

<0.001

0.036828

0.028898

0.214

1.012329

0.574138

1.2744
1.76321
5

0.04654

0.040533

1.750581

0.456851

0.033392

0.033048

4.863253

0.264449

-0.02601

0.019868

2.883781

0.642212

0.006852

0.047591

-4.64027

2.94205

-0.27016

0.227663

1.14818
4
3.83184
2
1.01041
18.3901
3
1.30889
4.49038
6
0.14397
5
1.57722
1.18667

**
*

**
*

0.264
0.323

0.090

**
*

.

0.261
<0.001

**
*

0.322
<0.001

**
*

0.208
<0.001

**
*

0.887
0.127
0.246
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