
By Ben Caldecott, Eamonn Ives and Mark Holmes

Saving global nature
greening UK Official Development Assistance

Conservative Environment Network
www.cen.uk.com

Bright Blue Campaign
brightblue.org.uk

ISBN: 978-1-911128-81-6

The natural world is facing unparalleled threats. The fragility of the environment 
not only threatens the flora and fauna for which we are custodians, but the 
future prosperity of communities around the world.

Given the UK's substantial international aid budget and expertise, there is 
a compelling case for the UK to lead international efforts to conserve 
global nature. 

Greater focus and funding for global nature conservation through the UK’s 
international aid budget, particularly through charismatic UK branded projects 
and programmes, would also capture the imagination of the public.

This report sets out the case for increasing UK aid for nature, how this will 
support sustainable development, and the policy mechanisms required to 
successfully deliver UK leadership.





By Ben Caldecott, Eamonn Ives and Mark Holmes

Saving global nature
greening UK Official Development Assistance



The moral right of the authors has been asserted. All rights reserved. Without 
limiting the rights under copyright reserved above, no part of this publication 
may be reproduced, stored or introduced into a retrieval system, or transmitted, 
in any form or by any means (electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording, or 
otherwise), without the prior written permission of both the copyright owner and 
the publisher of this book.

The Conservative Environment Network is an independent forum for the 
advancement of the doctrine of Conservative Environmentalism.

Director: Sam Richards  
Chair: Ben Goldsmith  
Members of the board: Ben Caldecott, Adrian Gahan, Isabella Gornall,  
Benet Northcote

Bright Blue is an independent think tank and pressure group for liberal 
conservatism. Bright Blue takes responsibility for the views expressed in this 
publication, and these do not necessarily reflect the views of the sponsor

Director: Ryan Shorthouse  
Chair: Matthew d’Ancona  
Members of the board: Diane Banks, Philip Clarke, Alexandra Jezeph,  
Rachel Johnson, Richard Mabey

First published in Great Britain in 2018 by Bright Blue and the  
Conservative Environment Network.

ISBN: 978-1-911128-81-6

www.brightblue.org.uk 

www.cen.uk.com

Design: Chris Solomons

Copyright © Bright Blue Campaign and Conservative Environment Network, 2018



3

Contents

	 About the authors	 4

	 Acknowledgements	 6

	 Executive summary	 7

		

1	 Introduction	 18

2	� UK’s current commitments to international aid  
and global nature conservation	 24

3	� Aligning UK Official Development Assistance (ODA)  
with global nature conservation	 44

		

	 Annex: �Examples highlighting the relationship between  
nature and development 	 61



4

About the Authors
Ben Caldecott is a Senior Associate Fellow at Bright Blue and established 

its work on energy and environment. He is also a founder and board 

member of the Conservative Environment Network.

Ben is the founding Director of the Oxford Sustainable Finance 

Programme at the University of Oxford Smith School of Enterprise and 

the Environment. He is also an Academic Visitor at the Bank of England, a 

Visiting Scholar at Stanford University, and a Senior Advisor at Highmore 

LLC. He specialises in environment, energy, and sustainability issues and 

works at the intersection between finance, government, civil society, and 

academe, having held senior roles in each domain. 

Ben has authored and edited a substantial number of publications 

related to sustainability and is an experienced media commentator and 

public speaker. He is also a regular peer reviewer and has a number 

of board and advisory panel appointments, including with the City 

of London Green Finance Initiative, University of Oxford Socially 

Responsible Investment Review Committee, The Prince of Wales's 

Accounting for Sustainability Project, ATLAS Infrastructure Partners Ltd, 

the Natural Capital Finance Alliance, and the Green Alliance. 

Ben holds a doctorate in economic geography from the University of 

Oxford. He initially read economics and specialised in development and 

China at the University of Cambridge and the School of Oriental and 

African Studies, University of London. 



5

 
Eamonn Ives is a Researcher at Bright Blue. His work concentrates 

primarily on energy and environment. He recently graduated from 

King’s College, London, with an undergraduate degree in political 

economy and has previous experience in the education sector, working 

alongside a local charity for disadvantaged youth to establish a free 

school. 

Mark Holmes is the outgoing Interim Director at the Conservative 

Environment Network. He has led CEN’s work to promote conservative 

solutions to major environmental challenges. Mark has worked as a 

researcher, editor, political adviser and campaign coordinator for a 

number of high profile politicians. He has corporate experience in 

sustainability, public policy, stakeholder engagement and campaign 

advocacy. Mark read History at The Queen's College, Oxford. 



6

Acknowledgements
This report is dedicated to conservationist Tony Whitten. Tony was an 

inspirational figure in global conservation who died tragically in an 

accident in Cambridge in December 2017.

The authors would like to thank the following people and organisations 

for their various and diverse contributions to the report: Mike Barrett, 

Elizabeth Bennett, Julian Caldecott, Andrew Callender, Sir Kenneth 

Carlisle, Tom Clements, Client Earth, Ruth Davis, Alison Doig, Joanna Elliot, 

Fauna & Flora International, Nic Frost, Adrian Gahan, Ben Goldsmith,  

Zac Goldsmith MP, Isabella Gornall, Peter James Hall, Amy Hammond, 

Matthew Hatchwell, Lord Inglewood, International Institute for Environment 

and Development, Stanley Johnson, Alexandra Kennaugh, Benet Northcote, 

The Hon Tim Palmer, Sir John Randall, Dilys Roe, Mark Rose, Laura Round, 

Royal Society for the Protection of Birds, Lord Skelmersdale, Rory Stewart MP,  

Emily Unwin, Olivia Utley, Dominic White, Wildlife Conservation Society, 

WWF-UK, Sir Graham Wynne, and the Zoological Society of London.

In particular, the report has benefitted from the careful and diligent 

review of successive drafts by Ryan Shorthouse and Sam Hall. We would 

like to give them special acknowledgement.

This project would not have happened without the encouragement, 

enthusiasm, and support of Zac Goldsmith MP. 

The report has been made possible by generous grants from the Mava 

Foundation, Oak Foundation, and Peter James Hall AM. The ideas expressed 

in this publication do not necessarily reflect the views of the sponsors.



7

Executive Summary 
Global nature is facing unparalleled threats. And it is strikingly clear  

that the poorest people suffer first and most from the degradation of 

global nature.

To help the poorest people on the planet and to ensure the survival of 

species, habitats, and natural beauty, more must be done to protect and 

restore global nature, particularly in developing countries.

International aid and global nature conservation

As Chapter One argues, given our substantial international aid budget 

and expertise, there is a compelling case for the UK to lead international 

efforts to conserve global nature, as part of this Government’s post-

Brexit ‘Global Britain’ strategy.

Greater focus and funding for global nature conservation through the 

UK’s international aid budget, particularly through charismatic UK-

branded projects and programmes, would capture the imagination of the 

public, helping to increase public support for the frequently criticised UK 

Official Development Assistance (ODA) budget, which is now set legally 

as 0.7% of Gross National Income (GNI) each year. Boosting funding 

for global nature would also help the Government achieve other goals, 

particularly those focusing on climate change and security. 

As Chapter Two demonstrates, to date, there has been a pitifully 

small amount of UK ODA spent on global nature conservation. Funding 
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for global nature conservation between 2010 and 2013 (the last period 

for which formal government figures are available) on biodiversity 

conservation averaged £75 million per annum, including both bilateral 

and multilateral sources. This figure represents only 0.5% of the now 

approximately £14 billion annual UK ODA budget. 

In stark contrast, Germany and the USA are two of the largest ODA 

funders of global nature conservation, providing on average around 

$600-$700 million per annum. During the same period, the EU and 

France have both scaled-up their support for global nature conservation, 

and provide approximately $150-$250 million per annum of biodiversity 

ODA each. 

Unlike other G7 countries, the UK is an especially large ODA donor 

to multilateral institutions with approximately 37% of UK ODA going to 

multilateral agencies in 2016. If you include bilateral (country-specific) 

aid that is given to multilateral agencies to manage, approximately 

55% of UK ODA was spent through multilateral agencies in 2016 (and in 

some years as high as 60%). This extends to global nature, with Global 

Environment Facility (GEF) and EU contributions making up about half 

of the estimated £75 million the UK spent per year on global nature 

through ODA between 2010 and 2013.

Aligning UK ODA with global nature conservation 

Global nature requires a much more substantial focus and investment 

through the UK’s ODA than our current commitments. 

Chapter Three outlines new policies to ensure that the UK  

Government’s domestic commitment – reiterated recently in the new  

25-year Environment Plan – to be “the first generation to leave the 

environment in a better state than we inherited it” is also an internationally 

recognised core priority for the UK Government.

At the very least, £1 billion per year of additional funding through UK 
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ODA should be made available from 2020 for global nature, rising to at least 

10% of UK ODA by 2025, through a new ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’. 

This proposed ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’ would be paid for 

through a combination of organic growth in the ODA budget – as the result 

of a growing economy – and by ending ad hoc contributions from the ODA 

budget to multilateral institutions, often made at the end of the financial 

year to meet the 0.7% of GNI target because the UK has not yet figured out 

how to allocate the funds itself. This rushed approach and reliance on 

multilateral institutions for the UK’s ODA budget is a missed opportunity 

for creating strategic, compelling, and effective UK-branded ODA projects 

and programmes. The proposed ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’ would 

be an important step forward in creating a major UK branded and delivered 

ODA programme that resonates with the public. 

The Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) 

should host the proposed ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’. DEFRA 

is responsible for implementing and administering many of the UK’s 

international agreements that relate to biodiversity. In addition, 

DEFRA’s recently published 25-year Environment Plan included a pledge 

to protect and improve the global environment and details specific 

planned action on improving global supply chain sustainability, tackling 

deforestation, and leading efforts to improve international biodiversity. 

That is why DEFRA should be given the resources to fund and deliver 

these international commitments.

What is more, DEFRA is already host to successful nature-focused 

ODA programmes such as the Darwin Initiative and the Illegal Wildlife 

Trade Challenge Fund. It has policy and delivery expertise in nature 

conservation, both domestically and internationally. 

Enhancing these institutional capabilities in DEFRA will enable existing 

centres of expertise to do more, particularly given the small size of the 

existing Darwin Initiative budget relative to its potential impact. It would 

also enable DEFRA to meet the frequent requests for technical assistance 
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from developing country governments on environmental policy. 

While the majority (over 70%) of UK ODA is spent through the 

Department for International Development (DFID) other departments 

have taken on administering more of the ODA budget, especially as it 

has increased. This is a welcome trend and should be further accelerated 

through our proposals. 

Priorities for the proposed ‘Global Nature 
Conservation Fund’

We recommend that the proposed ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’ be 

funded in the following compelling areas: 

�� Establish and support the effective management of new and 

existing marine and terrestrial ‘Commonwealth Parks’ with at 

least £200 million per year. These parks would support new or 

existing protected areas across developing countries within the 

Commonwealth. Grants could support a wide range of global nature 

conservation activities, from better enforcement to sustainable 

livelihood creation. Grants would be made on a three- to five-year 

renewable basis and would be designed to encourage landscape 

approaches to conservation, including, but not limited to, formally 

designated protected areas. It could also support transboundary 

parks that straddle two or more jurisdictions. 

The threats facing protected areas and their surrounding landscapes 

are increasing, including from the illegal wildlife trade, resource 

extraction, land use change, infrastructure development and climate 

change. Simultaneously, the areas gazetted for protection have 

increased to meet the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) Aichi 

Target 11 (that by 2020 protected areas should increase to 17% of all global 

land areas and 10% of all ocean and coastal areas). Funding therefore 

needs to increase commensurately to ensure that a larger global 

protected area estate can effectively conserve nature and contribute to 
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sustainable livelihood creation in the face of increased threats. 

�� Protect critical corridors for iconic mammal, bird and marine 

species with at least £200 million per year. Conservation corridors 

are fundamental to the survival of key species and require a joined-

up approach across multiple jurisdictions including in land use 

planning, education, livelihood creation, enforcement, monitoring 

and research. These corridors are a critically important approach for 

protecting nature but are currently underutilised. 

A limited number of corridors could be prioritised and these could 

include: the African-Eurasian and the East Atlantic flyways that 

bring migratory bird species to the UK (such as the turtle dove and 

nightingale); corridors in East Africa to support elephant populations; 

a rhino corridor between South Africa and Botswana; a Pangolin 

corridor between Uganda and Malawi; a tiger corridor in the Central 

Forest Spine of Peninsula Malaysia, northern Myanmar and/or the 

Western or Easter Forest Complex in Thailand; a jaguar corridor in 

Latin America; marine corridors for sharks and rays, whales, turtles 

and dugongs; and connecting and protecting swaths of coral reef 

habitats in the Commonwealth to enhance resilience.

�� Create new results-based payment mechanisms to fund the 

restoration, conservation or enhancement of natural ecosystems 

at scale with at least £250 million per year. These results-

based payment contracts would directly commission measurable 

improvements to global nature at lowest cost through market-based 

mechanisms and/or reverse auctions. These mechanisms would be 

designed to pay for outcomes at a landscape scale. Existing standards 

for measuring outcomes could be used, for example REDD+, and new 

ones could be developed for different environmental outcomes. 

Creating cash flows to underpin conservation outcomes and allocating 

these efficiently through markets and auctions to landscape scale 

projects and programmes will deliver outcomes more efficiently 
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and help crowd-in a variety of different funding providers, thereby 

supporting innovation.

�� Establish ‘The UK Conservation Trust’ with at least £100 million 

per year. The aim would be to have a newly capitalised trust that 

would use its balance sheet and an investment grade credit rating 

to finance global nature conservation and sustainable livelihood 

creation projects in developing countries. 

The UK Conservation Trust would be established in perpetuity, 

reinvesting all its returns providing concessional finance to projects 

focused on conserving or enhancing global nature. This UK-branded 

institution with technical capacity and a balance sheet would  

operate across priority countries with the most serious biodiversity 

and habitat issues. 

�� Scale up the Darwin Initiative and increase its funding to at least 

£100 million per year. The Darwin Initiative is an existing UK 

government grants scheme, administered by DEFRA, that helps to 

protect biodiversity and the natural environment through locally 

based projects worldwide. It has a tiny annual budget – awarding an 

average of £5.6 million per annum since 1992 – with a typical project 

lasting for up to three years and costing approximately £100,000 per 

annum. Scaling up the Darwin Initiative should include: creating new 

larger grants; making available a greater number of both small and 

large grants; offering grants for longer durations and making them 

renewable; and creating more regular calls for project proposals 

targeting specific global nature conservation themes and priorities. 

�� Support world-leading and highly impactful research on global 

nature conservation conducted by UK research institutions  

and universities with at least £100 million per year. There 

should also be a major new research centre on ecological restoration 

established in the UK with research collaborations and ecological 

research stations funded across the Commonwealth. Research 
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programmes should build capacity and the ‘next generation’ of 

conservation leaders, both at home and abroad.

A particular focus should be on terrestrial and marine ecological 

restoration and developing approaches to restore and enhance 

ecosystems, such as rainforests and coral reefs, quickly and cost 

effectively. 

�� Significantly scale up education and outreach on nature and 

biodiversity in developing countries with at least £50 million per 

year. The UK cannot expect global nature conservation efforts to be 

sustainable or to be effective if people do not care or know about what 

is at stake and what they can do to support nature conservation. 

This funding should support education and outreach across all age 

groups, from young children to adults. Funding should focus on 

embedding behaviour change and there is significant potential for 

using new research into behavioural economics to support global 

nature conservation outcomes. 

These efforts could also include new Commonwealth ‘citizen science’ 

initiatives based on, for example, the successful annual Royal Society 

for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) Big Garden Birdwatch in the UK. 

There should also be a new scholarship for current and emerging 

conservation leaders from the Commonwealth to study for graduate-

level courses at UK universities. 

In addition to the new funding through the proposed ‘Global Nature 

Conservation Fund’, the UK should also ensure that any post-Brexit 

emissions trading arrangements (for example, returning to a UK 

Emissions Trading Scheme) prioritise carbon offsets generated 

from nature, particularly land use change and forestry projects in 

developing Commonwealth countries. This can work alongside carbon 

offsets generated from domestic nature-based projects within the UK.
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Making the ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’ work

As well as choosing compelling spending priorities, funds must be 

spent effectively. For this reason, pilots should be used to make sure 

that projects provide value for money for the taxpayer and deliver 

significantly improved global nature conservation outcomes. If a pilot is 

successful, the project could be scaled up with more funding.

Funds should focus on nature conservation interventions which are 

closely and directly linked to the livelihoods, security, resilience, and welfare 

of poor and marginalised communities. Expenditure must be compliant 

with UK legislation and international rules on ODA (see Boxes 2.1 and 2.2).

The challenge of global nature conservation will of course require 

much more than UK ODA alone, but UK leadership could encourage 

other countries to allocate more of their ODA to nature conservation. As 

the only nation in the G20 to meet the 0.7% GNI commitment, the way we 

deploy aid is closely watched by other countries and often influences how 

others deploy their aid. 

With this in mind, UK funding via the proposed ‘Global Nature 

Conservation Fund’ should be allocated in a way that is more likely to 

result in co-funding from others, including governments (whether 

developed or developing), non-governmental organisations (NGOs), 

philanthropy, and the private sector.

The proposed ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’ should also focus 

on important long-term bilateral relationships, with staff from the 

UK and the recipient country working closely together on projects and 

programmes in situ. This will create the conditions for more successful 

projects, and result in efficiencies as the fixed costs of establishing 

effective country programmes are spread out over time.

Reforming DFID

The second major part of ensuring global nature conservation is a 
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critical part of UK ODA is by reforming DFID. Specifically, to properly 

institutionalise global nature conservation into what it does, so that all 

UK ODA is aligned and supportive of sustainable development efforts. 

Since its formation DFID has been nearly exclusively focused on 

poverty reduction, at the expense of other sustainable development 

goals including global nature conservation. It has a track record of 

being unsupportive of broader sustainable development objectives. 

International development expenditure can also be incredibly short-

term and can actually undermine longer-term sustainable development 

objectives (including global nature conservation). 

DFID reforms should include:

�� DFID should transition from a Millennium Development Goals 

(MDGs) mindset to a Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 

mindset by updating its priorities and operations to reflect this. 

Global nature should be explicitly and appropriately embedded into 

DFID policy guidance, appraisal, and performance reviews. 

�� Biodiversity should be a key filter for the allocation and 

prioritisation of UK ODA funding via DFID. The poorest developing 

countries with habitats and biodiversity of global or regional 

significance should be actively prioritised, particularly if they are in 

the Commonwealth.

�� There should be a ‘do no harm’ policy in relation to global nature 

across DFID, such that any proposed project that damages or 

destroys nature should not receive UK ODA. There would be little 

point increasing allocations to global nature conservation on the one 

hand, while promoting short-term development that harms global 

nature and undermines sustainable development on the other. 

�� Government should recruit relevant expertise (such as ecologists) 

and create a centre of excellence in environment and development, 

established jointly between DEFRA, DFID, and the FCO.
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Rethinking ODA administrative costs 

In both DFID and DEFRA, the target of keeping overheads on ODA to 1% 

or below and maintaining minimal staffing numbers and expertise is a 

false economy.

It leads to expensive consultancy fees, as administrative and technical 

functions that could be more cost-effectively delivered in-house are 

outsourced to the private sector. It increases the incentive to award 

more of UK ODA to multilaterals to reduce the administration costs in 

DFID by passing them on to others for accounting purposes. It reduces 

government’s own capacity and expertise, curtailing the ability of 

government to develop and implement effective strategies, and ensure 

the rigorous and effective development, selection, management, and 

evaluation of ODA projects. 

The reality is that many projects and programmes will require greater 

direct oversight and involvement from DFID and DEFRA to design and 

manage and this should be properly resourced internally, not expensively 

outsourced. 

There is understandable political anxiety about being seen to increase 

DFID staff costs as other departments are reducing their head count. To 

counter this, ODA spending departments should embrace the move from 

a ‘wholesaler’ to a ‘retailer’ model and be much more involved in design, 

delivery, and oversight.

Making global nature conservation a strategic 
priority 

Making global nature conservation a priority for post-Brexit ‘Global 

Britain’ could also support other key policy priorities, including:

�� National Citizenship Service (NCS). Currently, this scheme is 

limited to domestic volunteering, but there is a strong case for 

expanding its remit to give young people a broader set of experience 
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and skills. This could also increase public awareness of the benefits 

of UK ODA.

�� High environmental trading standards. The UK could help trading 

partners to improve their environmental standards, by including 

environmental chapters in new free trade agreements (FTAs).

�� Climate change. Greening the ODA budget would help in the efforts 

to tackle climate change internationally. Climate change is widely 

regarded as a major threat to wildlife and habitat conservation and 

many natural measures to address climate change, such as afforestation 

and ecological restoration, also have biodiversity benefits. 

�� Security. Funding more projects with explicit global nature 

conservation goals could help enhance security in developing 

countries. The environment is intimately linked to security, because 

healthy ecosystems ensure populations remain living in one region 

(thus minimising forced migration flows) and create sustainable 

livelihoods (thus reducing the economic incentive for engaging in 

illicit activity). 

Conclusion

The Government’s admirable commitment to become “the first 

generation to leave the environment in a better state than we found it” 

cannot simply be a domestic policy commitment. It must also be one of 

the objectives we have as a country internationally, as part of our post-

Brexit ‘Global Britain’ strategy. 

The natural planet is facing unparalleled threats. The fragility of the 

environment not only threatens the flora and fauna for which we are 

custodians, but the future prosperity of communities around the world. 

The UK must act by significantly expanding ODA allocation to global 

nature conservation.



18

Chapter 1: Introduction
Global nature is facing unparalleled threats. It is estimated that if 

current trends of wildlife loss continue, by 2020 vertebrate populations 

will have declined by an average of 67% compared to 1970.1 In the last 

15 years alone, the number of ‘threatened’ species on the International 

Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red List has more than 

doubled, from around 10,000 to over 25,000.2 The extinction rate of 

species is estimated to be up to 100 to 1000 times higher as a result of 

climate change than what would be expected naturally.3 

From 2001 to 2016, the rate of global tree cover loss has risen 

dramatically, up from 13.4 million hectares per annum, to 29.7 million 

hectares per annum.4 This represents an increase of over 120% and is 

roughly equivalent to annually losing an area of tree cover the size of the 

UK and Belgium combined.5 Human alteration of ecosystems is growing 

dramatically, impacting the ability of our planet to sustain itself. Over the 

past two decades, one-tenth of global wilderness areas (3.3 million km2) 

1.  WWF, “Living planet report 2016: risk and resilience in a new era”, https://www.wwf.
org.uk/sites/default/files/2016-10/LPR_2016_full%20report_spread%20low%20res.pdf?_
ga=2.211018261.1869583959.1523526607-1150710475.1521633429 (2016), 15.
2.  IUCN, “Summary statistics”, http://www.iucnredlist.org/about/summary-statistics#TrendsInBiodive
rsityStatus (2018).
3.  WWF, “How many species are we losing?”, http://wwf.panda.org/about_our_earth/biodiversity/
biodiversity/ (2018).
4.  Global Forest Watch, “Countries: tree cover loss”, https://www.globalforestwatch.org/countries/
overview (2018).
5.  Ibid.
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have been lost, particularly in the Amazon and Latin America.6

Growing plastic pollution in marine ecosystems is injuring and killing 

fish, seabirds and marine mammals. Research suggests that millions of 

tonnes of plastic are flowing through global riverine systems each year.7 

The frozen oceans around the Arctic have not been invulnerable to plastic 

pollution, with research suggesting that 12,000 tiny pieces of plastic 

can be found per litre of sea ice.8 Even in the furthest depths of the sea, 

creatures in places such as the Mariana Trench have been found to have 

plastic fragments inside of them.9 

Protecting and restoring nature is intrinsically important, of course, 

but there are a variety of instrumental benefits associated with it. These 

include provision of ecosystem services such as clean air and water,10 

greater productivity,11 enhanced security,12 climate change mitigation 

6.  Watson et al., "Catastrophic declines in wilderness areas undermine global environment 
targets", Current Biology, Vol. 26 (2016), 2929-2934.
7.  Laurent C.M. Lebreton et al., “River plastic emissions to the world’s oceans”, Journal of Nature 
Communications (2017), 3; FullFact, “UK spending on foreign aid”, https://fullfact.org/economy/uk-
spending-foreign-aid/ (2018).
8.  Ben Webster, “Arctic Ocean ice has 12,000 bits of plastic per litre”, The Times, 25 April, 2018.
9.  Sarah Knapton, “Sea creatures in Mariana Trench (the deepest place on Earth) have plastic in their 
stomachs”, The Telegraph, 15 November, 2017.
10.  Robert Costanza et al., “The value of the world’s ecosystem services and natural capital”, Nature, Vol. 
387 (1997), 253-260; Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, Ecosystems and human well-being (Washington, 
DC: Island Press, 2005); Pushpam Kumar, The economics of ecosystems and biodiversity: ecological and 
economic foundations (London: Routledge, 2010); Kate Schreckenberg, Georgina Mace and Mahesh 
Poudyal, Ecosystem services and poverty alleviation (Oxford: Routledge, 2018).
11.  Cameron Pittelkow et al., “Productivity limits and potentials of the principles of conservation 
agriculture”, Nature, Vol. 517 (2015), 365-368; Agree, “Increase agricultural productivity by conserving 
and enhancing soil, water and habitat”, http://www.foodandagpolicy.org/sites/default/files/AGree_
Agricultural_Productivity_2013%20Positions.pdf (2013). 
12.  Cathy Haenlein, “Below the surface: how illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing threatens 
our security”, https://rusi.org/sites/default/files/201707_rusi_below_the_surface_haenlein.pdf (2017); 
Peter Seligmann, “The direct connection between nature, national security and you”, https://blog.
conservation.org/2015/11/protecting-nature-a-matter-of-national-security/ (2015).
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and adaptation,13 and improved health and well-being.14 

Acting to save nature also supports the sustainable development of the 

world’s most vulnerable communities. Alongside some of nature’s most 

remarkable environments, where biodiversity is rich and species are 

plentiful and endemic, one can find some of the world’s poorest people. 

Sustainable livelihoods rely on healthy ecosystems – especially for some 

of the poorest people in the world who depend directly and immediately 

upon them. 

The degradation of fragile and biodiverse environments 

disproportionately impacts the people who most need support. For 

example, 70% of Madagascans live in poverty and rely on forest resources 

to meet their basic daily needs,15 yet little more than 8% of Madagascan 

forest remains intact. Compounding this problem, 80% of the species  

in Madagascan forests are endemic, meaning that as the forest is lost,  

so too are they.16 

The opportunities for the UK

There is an opportunity for the UK to lead on the conservation of  

global nature. 

The UK is uniquely placed to tackle challenges to global nature. 

13.  Rattan Lal, “Sequestering carbon and increasing productivity by conservation agriculture”, Journal 
of Soil and Water Conservation, Vol. 70 (2015), 55-62.
14.  World Health Organization, “Exploring synergies between health, climate change mitigation and 
nature conservation”, http://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/environment-and-health/pages/
news/news/2017/06/exploring-synergies-between-health,-climate-change-mitigation-and-nature-
conservation (2017); Rebecca Lovell et al., “Environmental conservation activities for health: building 
on systematic review methods to consider a disparate, dispersed, and limited evidence base”, The 
Lancet, Vol. 384 (2014).
15.  Impact Madagascar, “Community development”, http://impactmadagascar.org/our-mission/ 
(2018); Patrick O. Waeber, “How effective have thirty years of internationally driven conservation and 
development efforts been in Madagascar”, PLOS One, Vol. 11 (2016).
16.  United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, “Rainforests of the Atsinanana”, 
http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/1257/ (2018); World Bank Group, “Madagascar: some solutions to reduce 
poverty”, http://www.worldbank.org/en/news/press-release/2017/03/21/poverty-in-madagascar-
recent-findings (2017).
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Exemplified by the likes of Charles Darwin, Dame Jane Goodall, and Sir 

David Attenborough, Britain has a rich heritage in the field of natural 

history and nature conservation. The UK also plays host to some of the most 

innovative and respected environmental research centres. The Zoological 

Society of London, Rothamsted Research, and the Royal Botanic Gardens 

were early pioneers in the field of biodiversity conservation and learning. 

Our universities run world-renowned degree and research programmes. 

Cambridge is the hub of the largest cluster of conservation organisations 

in the world, and the Cambridge Conservation Initiative – a unique 

collaboration between the University of Cambridge and conservation 

organisations based around the city – demonstrates the UK’s leading role 

in international efforts to conserve biodiversity.17 The ‘golden triangle’ 

between Cambridge, London and Oxford has the most globally significant 

concentration of environment professionals anywhere in the world. 

UK expertise is also prominent in efforts to shape future environmental 

policy through the essential multilateral environmental agreements, 

such as the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), UN Framework 

Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), Convention on International 

Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) and 

Convention on Migratory Species (CMS). The UK is also home to a world-

leading network of environmental non-governmental organisations 

(NGOs), which can provide guidance and capacity to help implement and 

oversee global nature conservation efforts. 

Furthermore, the UK was the only nation in the G7, and indeed the 

G20, to hit the UN’s target of international aid spending (0.7% of Gross 

National Income (GNI)) last year. The UK enshrining this target into 

domestic law, under the last Coalition Government, is a beacon for the 

developed world.18 

17.  Cambridge Conservation Initiative, “Introducing the Cambridge Conservation Initiative”, http://
www.cambridgeconservation.org/ (2018).
18.  John Stevens, “UK is the only major economy to hit foreign aid target: Britain provided nearly £1 in 
every £6 of the cash doled out by members of G7 including US and Germany”, Mail Online, 9 April, 2018.
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Increasing public support for international aid

However, the UK’s international aid spending has been met with 

frequent criticism. Polling from Bright Blue conducted last year 

highlighted the public scepticism about aid spending, with only a 

third of respondents aged under 40 saying that they feel proud of the 

0.7% target – a figure which falls to 29% amongst the over 65s.19 Other 

surveys have found similar apathy, with a recent one showing almost 

55% of respondents stating that they would support a complete end to 

such spending.20 As things stand, the 0.7% target clearly does not enjoy 

the backing of a considerable proportion of the British electorate. 

This can be reversed. Little else captures the public’s imagination  

more than saving an iconic species from extinction, or a beautiful 

landscape from destruction. The UK Government’s pledge, in the 

launch of the new 25-year Environment Plan earlier this year, to be 

the first generation to leave the environment in a better state than 

when we inherited it reflects overwhelming public concern about the 

environment, including – as Bright Blue research has shown – among 

Conservative voters.21 

Environmental policy has become a growing priority for Government 

not just because of the scale of the challenge, but because of  

the groundswell of public opinion for action.22 The debate has been 

energised by the huge popularity of the BBC’s Blue Planet II, the most 

19.  YouGov, “YouGov / Bright Blue under 40s survey results”, http://d25d2506sfb94s.cloudfront.net/
cumulus_uploads/document/6l9ku2rktt/BrightBlue_Under40s_Results_170913_W.pdf (2017), 2; YouGov, 
“YouGov / Bright Blue survey results”, http://d25d2506sfb94s.cloudfront.net/cumulus_uploads/
document/pyx8csk94c/BrightBlue_Results_170913_W.pdf (2017), 2.
20.  Survation, “General Election 2017 Poll”, http://survation.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/MOS-
GE-Tables-I-2c0d7h2-2004SWCH.pdf (2017), 33.
21.  HM Government, “A green future: our 25 year plan to improve the environment”, https://assets.
publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/693158/25-year-
environment-plan.pdf (2018).
22.  Sam Hall, “Green conservatives? Understanding what conservatives think about the environment”, 
https://brightblue.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/Green-conservatives-polling-report-Final.pdf 
(2017).
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watched television programme of 2017.23 

From species loss to plastic in the world’s oceans, the public want 

greater action.24 So a greater emphasis on global nature conservation 

in UK international aid spending would not only address criticism, but 

enliven public support.

Focus of this report

This report argues that there is a compelling case for Britain to lead 

international efforts to halt the destruction of global habitats and 

wildlife, as part of the Government’s post-Brexit ‘Global Britain’ strategy. 

It argues that UK’s substantial international aid budget and institutional 

expertise could and should be better used for global nature conservation.

The report is structured as follows:

�� Chapter Two examines how the UK’s international aid spending has 

been spent on global nature conservation, including what has been 

successful and unsuccessful.

�� Chapter Three outlines how the UK can lead international efforts 

on global nature conservation by significant reforms to the UK’s 

international aid spending and policies.

23.  Clarisse Loughrey, “’Blue Planet’ most watched show of 2017 as top 10 announced”, The Independent, 
11 January, 2018.
24.  Sam Hall, “Green conservatives? Understanding what the conservatives think about the 
environment”, 7.
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Chapter 2: UK’s current 
commitments to international 
aid and global nature 
conservation
The last chapter demonstrated that fragility of the natural world not only 

threatens the flora and fauna for which we are custodians, but the future 

prosperity of communities – especially the poorest ones – around the world. 

It also demonstrated the opportunities for the UK in saving global nature. 

This chapter examines in detail how UK international aid spending 

has been spent on global nature conservation in the past and what has 

been successful and unsuccessful. It argues that while the UK is a global 

leader in international development, this leadership has not translated 

into significant investments in global nature conservation. The UK’s 

approach – and DFID’s in particular – is dated and fails to achieve the 

broader objectives of collective global action on sustainability.

Current international aid spending

The UK is a world-leader in supporting international development, both 

financially and through technical assistance. The UK is the only member 

of the G7 to have met the UN target of delivering 0.7% of Gross National 

Income (GNI) in Official Development Assistance (ODA) spending, which 

is commonly called ‘international aid spending’. Box 2.1 explains the 

0.7% international aid target.
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Box 2.1 The 0.7% international aid target. 

The International Development (Official Development Assistance 

Target) Act 2015 enshrined in law the spending of 0.7% as a 

percentage of GNI on international aid for each subsequent 

calendar year. GNI is Gross Domestic Product plus net receipts 

from abroad of salaries and of property income, plus net taxes and 

subsidies receivable from abroad. The budget therefore fluctuates 

annually in line with changes to the size of the economy. 

The Act also requires the International Development Secretary 

to provide an annual report detailing international aid spending, 

including an independent evaluation of the extent to which ODA 

represents value for money. Reporting is done according to the 

International Development (Reporting and Transparency) Act 

2006, and includes the following: amount of bilateral aid; amount 

of multilateral aid; amount of debt relief; and amount of cancelled 

export credits. 

The UK’s ODA spending was equivalent to a total of almost £14 billion 

in 2017 (see Table 2.1, below).25 The UK is now the third largest aid donor 

in the world, after both the United States of America and Germany.26 

The UK is also a major contributor to the multilateral aid system, with 

approximately 37% of UK ODA going to multilateral agencies in 2016. 

Including bilateral (country-specific) aid that is given to multilateral 

agencies to manage, approximately 55% of UK ODA was spent through 

multilateral agencies in 2016 (and in some years as high as 60%). 

Consequently, the UK is the single largest contributor to the multilateral 

25.  Department for International Development, “Statistics on international development: provisional UK 
aid spend 2017”, https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/statistics-on-international-development-
provisional-uk-aid-spend-2017/statistics-on-international-development-provisional-uk-aid-spend-2017 
(2018).
26.  OECD, “Multilateral aid 2015: better partnerships for a post-2015 world”, http://dx.doi.
org/10.1787/9789264235212-en (2015).
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aid system; more than the United States of America or Germany. 

The majority (over 70%) of UK ODA is spent through the DFID, but 

other departments have taken on administering parts of the ODA 

budget, especially as it has increased. This includes the Department 

for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy (BEIS) (for climate change 

programs), DEFRA (for biodiversity and climate change programmes), 

and the FCO.

DFID has deliberately sought to limit its expenditure on 

administration, reducing costs from £148 million in 2010 to £97 million 

in 2016, or less than 1% of the department’s budget.27 At the same time 

the ODA budget grew by more than 50% during this period. The desire 

to limit DFID administration costs is one reason why the UK is such a 

major contributor to the multilateral international aid system.

27.  National Audit Office, “A short guide to the Department for International Development”, https://
www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/A-Short-Guide-to-the-Department-for-International-
Development.pdf (2017).
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	Table 2.1. UK spending on ODA from 2010 to 2017 (£ million)

		  2010	 2011	 2012	 2013	 2014	 2015	 2016	 2017

	 ODA	 8,529	 8,629	 8,802	 11,424	 11,700	 12,136	 13,381	 13.933

	 ODA/GNI ratio	 0.57%	 0.56%	 0.56%	 0.70%	 0.70%	 0.70%	 0.70%	 0.70%

	 Biodiversity share28 	 79	 10929 	 56	 56	 N/A	 N/A	 N/A	 N/A

	 Biodiversity share 	 0.93%	 1.26%	 0.64%	 0.49%	 N/A	 N/A	 N/A	 N/A 
	 as % of ODA

	 Spend by department (not exhaustive):

	 DFID	 7,463	 7,722	 7,624	 10,016	 10,084	 9,772	 9,871	 10,105

	 DECC / BEIS	 260	 144	 288	 408	 195	 527	 696	 769

	 DEFRA	 0	 0	 22	 40	 57	 57	 66	 67

	 Spend by delivery channel:

	 Bilateral ODA	 5,190	 5,260	 5,560	 6,721	 6,822	 7,664	 8,534	 8,698

	 (bilateral ODA spent  
	 through multilaterals)	 1,921	 1,776	 1,879	 2,336	 2,141	 2,153	 2,549	 N/A

	 Multilateral ODA	 3,339	 3,369	 3,242	 4,686	 4,878	 4,473	 4,843	 5,234

	 % multilateral 	 62%	 60%	 58%	 62%	 60%	 55%	 55%	 N/A

	� Source: Department for International Development, “Statistics at DFID”, https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-
for-international-development/about/statistics (2018).

The international framework

The relationship between nature and societal outcomes is integrated 

into the United Nations (UN) Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), 

which have been described as a ‘survival strategy’ for a planet whose 

human population, by 2025, is forecast to have quadrupled in less than 

a century.30 

The SDGs were adopted by consensus by the UN General Assembly 

in 2015, with substantial input and support from the UK, as a global 

28.  G7 Accountability Working Group, “G7 Elmau Progress Report: biodiversity – a vital foundation for 
sustainable development”, https://www.bmz.de/g7/includes/Downloadarchiv/G7-Elmau-Progress-
Report-2015-Biodiversity-A-vital-foundation-for-sustainable-development.pdf (2015).
29.  Global Environment Facility disbursement year. Inter-annual variability in biodiversity 
disbursements is due to a number of different factors, including programme funding cycles.
30.  Max Roser, “World population growth”, https://ourworldindata.org/world-population-growth 
(2017).
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framework for sustainable development until 2030.31 The SDGs are 

designed to be applicable to, and have been adopted by, every country 

on the planet. They succeeded the Millennium Development Goals 

(MDGs), which were adopted in 2000. 

The MDGs were too limited on a specific set of targets, most of which 

are associated with poverty or social services (health and education 

in particular), and adopted a narrow view of human or sustainable 

development. Aspects initially not covered by the MDGs include human 

rights, governance, peace and security, the environment and biodiversity, 

and inclusive, sustainable and resilient development.32 Environmental 

conservation considerations, including climate change, were the focus of 

only one of the targets, which was only added in 2007. Arguably this is the 

MDG target where the least progress was made, given the accelerating 

rate of global climate change, forest and biodiversity loss.

These critiques of the MDGs led to a significant shift in the international 

development agenda in the 2010s, which culminated in the global 

adoption of the SDGs in 2015.33 The SDGs include 17 goals and 169 targets. 

The SDGs, in contrast to the MDGs, include goals relating explicitly to 

the protection and sustainable use of life below water and on land, as 

well as combatting climate change. This includes a focus on responsible 

consumption (SDG12 Responsible Consumption and Production), 

climate change (SDG13 Climate Action), marine biodiversity (SDG14 Life 

below Water), and terrestrial biodiversity (SDG15 Life on Land).34 They 

are deliberately written to be inter-connected, so that development goals 

should not be addressed in isolation from environmental goals.

The SDGs, similar to the MDGs, also include objectives targeting 

31.  United Nations Sustainable Development, “Division for Sustainable Development Goals”, https://
sustainabledevelopment.un.org/about (2018).
32.  United Nations, “Review of the contributions of the MDG Agenda to foster development: lessons for 
the post-2015 UN Development Agenda”, http://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/pdf/mdg_assessment_Aug.
pdf (2012).
33.  Global Goals for Sustainable Development, “The Global Goals”, https://www.globalgoals.org (2018).
34.  United Nations Sustainable Development, “Division for Sustainable Development Goals” (2018).
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poverty, health, education, and gender equality.

The UK approach to sustainability in international 
aid spending

The evolving understanding of the pressures facing human society that 

is reflected in the shift from MDGs to SDGs is not, however, reflected yet 

in the UK’s ODA spending.

The specific focus of UK ODA and DFID’s mandate is defined under 

the International Development Act 2002 as ‘poverty reduction’ and 

‘sustainable development’. To its credit, DFID has become a recognised 

leader in supporting poverty reduction in the world’s least developed 

and most fragile countries. Yet it has focused much more on the poverty 

reduction objective than sustainable development.

The origins of the lack of prioritisation of global nature conservation in 

ODA can be traced back to the International Development Act 2002. Prior 

to this, DFID (then the Overseas Development Administration) had been 

at the forefront of African wildlife conservation, pioneering large-scale 

linked conservation and development projects in the 1980s. The Overseas 

Development Administration also championed community-based 

wildlife management in Africa in the 1990s with significant successes.35 

The establishment of DFID in the late 1990s and the redefinition of 

UK ODA in the International Development Act 2002 led to a significant 

reduction of UK support for global nature conservation. DFID’s capacity 

in this area has fallen considerably, and DFID now only has a handful 

of staff focused on international biodiversity, forestry or marine 

conservation issues.

DFID channels the vast majority of its funding selectively to those SDGs 

35.  Marshall W. Murphree, “Wildlife in sustainable development: approaches to community 
participation”, https://opendocs.ids.ac.uk/opendocs/ds2/stream/?#/documents/42054/page/1 (1996).



Saving global nature

30

that align with a much narrower MDG focus.36 The UK’s spending on the 

issues reflected in SDGs 14 and 15, which relate to life below water and 

on land, remains modest compared to US and other bilateral European 

Government contributions. 

It is time for DFID to acknowledge that the livelihoods of over eight 

billion people can only be assured if they are environmentally sustainable, 

and adapt its strategy to fully include these specific SDGs:

�� “Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources 

for sustainable development” (SDG 14);37 

�� “Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of terrestrial 

ecosystems, sustainably manage forests, combat desertification,  

and halt and reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss” 

(SDG 15).38 

The future of humanity is linked inextricably to that of the millions of 

other species, great and small, with which we share the planet. That 

understanding must now supersede the false dichotomy seemingly 

embraced by DFID of humans existing in isolation from the rest of life 

on earth. 

Current efforts to support global nature 
conservation using international aid spending

Despite the UK’s continued and impressive commitment to a growing ODA 

budget, global nature has been largely forgotten, including as a component 

of poverty reduction and sustainable development efforts. The Government’s 

own reports highlight the insignificance of spending on global nature 

36.  UK Stakeholders for Sustainable Development, “DFID's approach to the SDGs in the UK and 
beyond”, https://www.ukssd.co.uk/Blog/dfids-approach-to-the-sdgs (2017).
37.  United Nations Sustainable Development, “Sustainable development goal 14”, https://
sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdg14 (2018).
38.  United Nations Sustainable Development, “Sustainable development goal 15”, https://
sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdg15 (2018).
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conservation in the wider international aid budget. Funding between 2010-

2013 (the last period for which formal government figures are available) on 

global biodiversity conservation averaged £75 million per annum, including 

both bilateral and multilateral sources.39 This figure represents only 0.5% of 

the current annual ODA budget. 

Contribution to multilateral sources

The UK is a major contributor to multilateral funds, particularly the 

GEF. The GEF was set up in 1992 as the funding instrument to tackle 

urgent global environmental concerns, including biodiversity.40 Since 

then, it has provided over $20 billion in grants across all sectors and has 

leveraged a further $88 billion in financing for thousands of projects in 

hundreds of countries.41 In April 2018, the UK pledged to provide £20 

million per year of funding to the biodiversity focal area of GEF over the 

next four years (or £80 million over 2018-2022). The funding came from 

a total £250 million commitment to the GEF over the four years (or £75 

million per year). This was an increase on the £210 million provided in 

total over the previous four year period, 2014-2018 (of which around £61 

million or £15 million per year would have been for biodiversity).42 

The money allocated to the GEF in the most recent spending round has 

been earmarked to protect 600 million hectares of terrestrial and marine 

habitats, and to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 1.6 billion metric 

39.  G7 Accountability Working Group, “G7 Elmau Progress Report: biodiversity – a vital foundation for 
sustainable development”, https://www.bmz.de/g7/includes/Downloadarchiv/G7-Elmau-Progress-Report-
2015-Biodiversity-A-vital-foundation-for-sustainable-development.pdf (2015); World Bank Group, 
“Analysis of international funding to tackle illegal wildlife trade”, https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/
handle/10986/25340 (2016).
40.  Global Environment Facility, “About us”, https://www.thegef.org/about-us (2018).
41.  Ibid.
42.  BusinessGreen, "Global Environment Facility: UK ups international green funding to 
£250m", https://www.businessgreen.com/bg/news/3031222/global-environment-facility-uk-ups-
international-green-funding-to-gbp250m (2018);  Global Environment Facility, "GEF-7 replenishment: 
GEF-7 resource allocation scenarios and global environmental benefits targets", https://www.thegef.
org/sites/default/files/ council-meeting documents/GEF7%20Resource%20Allocation%20and%20
Targets%20-%20GEF_R.7_22. pdf (2018).
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tonnes.43 Historically, the GEF has supported a variety of projects which 

have bolstered biodiversity in some of the world’s least well-off countries 

– including the establishment of marine protected zones on the coasts of 

Namibia,44 and nature conservation areas in Mali,45 amongst others.46 

The UK is also a major donor to the EU development budget, which also 

includes a component on biodiversity, and this probably averages £10-15 

million per year.

The GEF and EU contributions made up about half of the estimated £75 

million the UK spent per year on global nature through ODA between 

2010 and 2013.47 The remainder is then made up of other contributions 

to international initiatives and organisations, contributions to DFID 

programmes, and the initiatives managed by DEFRA (described below).

Box 2.2. Does ODA expenditure on nature meet the requirements 
of the International Development Act 2002 and the International 
Development (Official Development Assistance Target) Act 2015?

The International Development Act 2002 permits the Secretary 

of State for International Development to provide “development 

assistance” or “humanitarian assistance”. The Secretary of State may 

provide development assistance if “satisfied that the provision of the 

assistance is likely to contribute to a reduction in poverty”. 

43.  Department for International Development, “UK increases commitment to protect oceans 
from plastics and fight illegal wildlife trade”, https://www.gov.uk/government/news/uk-increases-
commitment-to-protect-oceans-from-plastics-and-fight-illegal-wildlife-trade (2018).
44.  World Bank Group, “Implementation completion and results report on a grant from the Global 
Environment Facility Trust Fund in the amount of US$4.9 million and an additional grant from the 
Global Environment Facility in the amount of US$1.92 million to the Republic of Namibia for a Namibian 
coast conservation and management project”, https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/project_
documents/4669_P128511_ICR_0.pdf (2016).
45.  World Bank Group, “Implementation completion and results report on a grant form the Global 
Environment Facility Trust Fund in the amount of US$5.50 million to the Republic of Mali for a 
Gourma biodiversity conservation project”, https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/project_
documents/1253-P052402_Mali_ICR_0.pdf (2013).
46.  Global Environment Facility, “Projects”, https://www.thegef.org/projects (2018).
47.  G7 Accountability Working Group, “G7 Elmau Progress Report: biodiversity – a vital foundation for 
sustainable development”, https://www.bmz.de/g7/includes/Downloadarchiv/G7-Elmau-Progress-
Report-2015-Biodiversity-A-vital-foundation-for-sustainable-development.pdf (2015).
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“Development assistance” is defined as assistance provided to 

i)”‘further sustainable development” or ii) “improve the welfare 

of the population [beyond the UK]”. “Sustainable development” is 

then defined as that which “in the opinion of the Secretary of State 

[is] prudent having regard to the likelihood of its generating lasting 

benefits for the population”.

Development assistance may, therefore, include spending on the 

environment, under the justification that environmental spending 

contributes to sustainable development, in particular benefiting the 

population through maintenance of global public goods and services. 

As we have seen in this report, DFID (and other departments such as 

DEFRA) already spend ODA on the environment and that is justified 

on this basis.

The International Development (Official Development Assistance 

Target) Act 2015 establishes the duty of the Secretary of State to ensure 

that the UK meets the 0.7% of GNI target for ODA. It did not delve into 

the categorisation or mechanics of ODA giving. On that basis the 2015 

Act does not alter any guidance on what constitutes ODA and how it 

can be allocated as the 2015 Act does not deal with these details.

Contribution to bilateral sources

UK bilateral aid to global nature conservation is very limited. Current 

DFID biodiversity initiatives are generally focused on mainstreaming 

environmental concerns into development programmes, in keeping 

with the overall focus of DFID on poverty alleviation, sometimes through 

international organisations. Examples have included the UN Poverty and 

the Environment Initiative (to which the UK contributed £4 million), 

the World Bank Wealth Accounting and Valuation of Ecosystem Services 

partnership (contribution £1.9 million) and the Ecosystem Services and 

Poverty Alleviation (ESPA) program which was implemented through the 
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UK Research Councils (to which DFID contributed £30 million over 9 

years). DFID also counts a portion of the UK International Climate Fund 

(ICF) (see Box 2.3 below) forestry projects as contributing to biodiversity. 

In general, although valuable initiatives, global nature conservation is 

invariably the secondary objective in these programmes.

Two excellent small-scale programmes, managed by DEFRA rather 

than DFID, do focus on global nature conservation, and demonstrate the 

potential of UK funding and expertise to have a transformative impact. 

Projects supported by these two initiatives must support “sustainable 

development in developing countries for the reduction of poverty” to 

qualify as ODA.48 

The Darwin Initiative, launched at the 1992 Earth Summit and 

administered by DEFRA, has been a groundbreaking source of funding 

and support for biodiversity conservation in developing countries. It has 

a relatively small annual budget – awarding an average of £5.6 million 

per annum since 199249 – with a typical project lasting for up to three 

years and costing approximately £100,000 per annum.50 The initiative 

is administered by the Darwin Expert Committee, which consists of 

experts from government, academia, science, and the private sector. 

The success of the Darwin Initiative was then replicated by the 

launch of the Illegal Wildlife Trade Challenge Fund at the 2014 

London Conference on the Illegal Wildlife Trade.51 The Challenge 

Fund supports efforts to tackle the illegal wildlife trade (IWT), and 

in doing so contributes to sustainable development in developing 

48.  Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, “Illegal Wildlife Trade Challenge Fund guidance 
notes for applicants – round 5”, https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/708871/illegal-wildlife-trade-challenge-fund-guidance-round5.pdf (2018).
49.  Amy Duthie, “Celebrating 25 years of the Darwin Initiative”, https://www.fauna-flora.org/news/
celebrating-25-years-darwin-initiative (2017).
50.  Darwin Initiative, “Guidance notes for applicants – round 25”, https://assets.publishing.service.gov.
uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/709476/darwin-initiative-guidance-
round-25.pdf (2018).
51.  Gov.uk, “Illegal Wildlife Trade (IWT) Challenge Fund”, https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/
illegal-wildlife-trade-iwt-challenge-fund (2018).
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countries. Like the Darwin Initiative, a committee of experts advise 

government Ministers, and make funding recommendations. 

A legacy of both of these initiatives has been continuing demand from 

partner countries for British help and expertise in addressing global nature 

conservation challenges. However, this demand for expertise, and funding, 

through the Darwin and Illegal Wildlife Trade Challenge Fund model, is 

not matched by the required funding. Total government funding across  

both initiatives is less than £13 million per annum, despite the scalability 

of this approach and, by the HM Treasury’s own assessment, the value for 

money it provides.52 

Box 2.3. International Climate Finance

Although UK support for global biodiversity conservation through 

international aid spending is extremely low, the UK has been a 

major contributor to international climate finance for the last 

decade. This experience provides a model that could be applied to 

the biodiversity and nature conservation sector.

Under the 2015 UN Framework Convention on Climate Change 

(UNFCCC) Paris Agreements, developed countries reaffirmed the 

commitment to mobilise $100 billion a year in climate finance by 

2020, and agreed to continue mobilising finance at the level of $100 

billion a year until 2025.53 

In 2010, the then Prime Minister, the Rt Hon David Cameron, 

launched the International Climate Fund (ICF), as part of the UK 

contribution towards international climate finance goals.54 The ICF 

is a cross-departmental fund managed by DFID, DEFRA and BEIS, 

52.  HM Treasury communication to the Darwin Expert Committee.
53.  United Nations Climate Change, “The Paris Agreement”, https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/
the-paris-agreement/the-paris-agreement (2018).
54.  Prime Minister’s Office, 10 Downing Street, “UK joins new international clean energy initiative”, 
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/uk-joins-new-international-clean-energy-initiative (2015).
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which originally had a commitment of £3.87 billion from the ODA 

budget over the period 2011 to 2016. The ICF was then re-committed 

in 2015, with £5.8 billion from the ODA budget between 2016  

and 2021.55 

The ICF is dedicated to funding both climate change adaptation 

and mitigation efforts. Within this, there are strong arguments for 

significant support for forests, because deforestation and land-

use change accounts for 12% of global greenhouse gas emissions,56 

and action on forests and land-use could make up to 37% of the 

emissions reductions needed to meet the 2015 Paris climate goals 

through to 2030.57 Consequently, the UK has been a prominent 

advocate for global action on deforestation and land-use, both 

through the UNFCCC and the Amsterdam Group of European 

countries which pledged to develop sustainable agricultural supply 

chains (consisting also of Denmark, France, Germany, Italy, the 

Netherlands, Norway).58 

The precise UK financial commitment to forests is unclear, since 

the ICF replenishment did not have a specific target. For the first 

phase of the ICF (2011-2016) approximately 20% of the funds were to 

be spent on forests. If this 20% target is maintained in the second ICF 

phase (2016-2021), the annual UK allocation would be £240 million 

55.  Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy, Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
and Department for International Development”, https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/international-
climate-fund/international-climate-fund (2018); Carbon Brief, “Mapped: How UK foreign aid is spent on 
climate change”, https://www.carbonbrief.org/mapped-how-uk-foreign-aid-is-spent-climate-change (2017); 
Independent Commission for Aid Impact, “The UK’s International Climate Fund”, https://icai.independent.gov.
uk/wp-content/uploads/ICAI-Report-International-Climate-Fund.pdf (2014); National Audit Office, “Briefing for 
the House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee: aid and the environment”, https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2010/08/Environmental_Protection.pdf (2010); Climate Funds Update, “Global climate finance 
architecture”, https://climatefundsupdate.org/global-climate-finance-architecture/ (2018).
56.  Corinne Le Quéré et al., “Global carbon budget 2017”, Earth System Science Data, Vol. 10 (2018),  
405-448.
57.  Bronson W. Griscom et al., “Natural climate solutions”, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 
Vol. 114 (2017), 11645-11650.
58.  Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands, “EU and global value chains”, https://www.euandgvc.
nl (2018).
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per annum, making the UK one of the largest funders of this sector, 

along with Germany, Norway and the USA.59 The ICF forests funding 

has a clear development objective as action to mitigate global climate 

change will benefit everyone. The ICF explicitly recognises that 

eradicating poverty and addressing climate change are interlinked: 

we cannot address one without the other.60 Equivalent arguments 

can and should be made for global nature conservation.

However, independent analysis suggests a number of limitations 

with the ICF forest funds.61 The ICF is an ambitious attempt to 

provide support for international climate action at a ‘whole of 

government’ level, drawing upon the strength of the relevant 

Whitehall departments, bringing together the development 

expertise of DFID with the sector experience of BEIS and DEFRA, 

as well as the FCO and the Treasury. However, establishing a cross-

Whitehall fund using ODA requires investments in staffing and 

capacity for implementation, that have not been fully realised. 

DEFRA and BEIS in particular have not had staff located in 

the relevant countries to help to plan, programme and manage 

investments, and have therefore been reliant either upon interest 

from DFID (which does have country presence, but has often not 

been forthcoming) or alternative delivery partners such as the 

multilateral development banks or private sector. Consequently, 

approximately two-thirds of UK money for the forests identified 

through the ICF has in fact been contributed through multilateral 

funds, such as the World Bank, the aforementioned Global 

Environment Facility (GEF), and the Green Climate Fund (GCF), 

59.  Marigold Norman, “Better data can help international forest finance flow”, https://www.odi.org/
comment/9879-better-data-can-help-international-forest-finance-flow (2015).
60.  Gov.uk. “International Climate Finance”, https://www.gov.uk/guidance/international-climate-
finance (2018).
61.  ICAI, “The UK’s International Climate Fund”, https://icai.independent.gov.uk/report/uks-
international-climate-fund/ (2014).
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which is the mechanism established under the UNFCCC to manage 

the anticipated $100 billion a year for climate finance.62 

Despite the UK's commitments on forests through the ICF, 

additional investments in global wildlife and nature conservation 

are needed. Global wildlife or nature conservation is seldom 

seen as an explicit objective of forests and land-use programmes. 

Without a dedicated focus on the management of key landscapes 

for both wildlife and people, the global decline of biodiversity  

will be irrevocable, and forests will not play their full role in 

mitigating climate change. Any future UK commitment to global 

nature should therefore be additional to, rather than a replacement 

of, these critical efforts to address deforestation and land-use 

change, and the contributions to global climate change goals. A 

future additional UK commitment to global wildlife or nature 

conservation can also learn lessons from the ICF experience of 

establishing a major ODA fund managed by multiple government 

departments, and augment the ICF as part of making ODA work for 

global nature conservation.

Comparing multilateral and bilateral programmes 

As outlined earlier in this chapter, a significant proportion of UK ODA 

is spent via multilateral agencies. The UK is the largest contributor  

in the world to multilateral funds, a necessity in part driven by the  

need to reduce administrative expenditure and meet the 0.7% of GNI 

target annually. Working through multilateral organisations reduces  

the opportunity for this country to project soft power through UK-

sponsored aid.

A reliance upon multilateral funds have consequences which have 

62.  Green Climate Fund, “Projects + programmes”, https://www.greenclimate.fund/home (2018).
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been identified by various Independent Commission for Aid Impact 

(ICAI) reviews.63 

A 2015 ICAI review said that considerable improvements in DFID’s 

overall investments in multilateral funds could be made.64 In particular, 

the long planning timeframes for multilateral funds – and complex and 

time-consuming disbursement procedures – make it very hard to assess 

the impact of multilateral investments. The ICAI has also found that 

DFID’s selection of delivery partners in multilateral funds is not always 

evidence-based, and has criticised DFID for ‘light touch’ and variable 

oversight of delivery partners. Finally, using multilateral institutions 

may keep DFID administration costs low, but simply outsources the 

administration costs to the multilateral agencies, whose administration 

costs may be much greater. As a consequence, the ICAI has recommended 

that DFID and the ICF in particular should work through a wider range 

of delivery partners (including bilateral investments), with a stronger 

understanding of their comparative advantages.

The bilateral programmes which the UK does manage for itself do tend 

to be more resource intensive to implement and manage, but nonetheless 

deliver more direct benefits, relative to programmes overseen by 

multilateral institutions. This is true of DEFRA’s Darwin Initiative and 

the IWT Challenge Fund. As shown above, large bilateral programmes do 

not exist for biodiversity, but there are a few examples of UK bilateral 

support for forests, under the ICF. DFID’s Forest, Governance, Markets 

and Climate programme (FGMC) programme has a budget of £250 

million over 10 years (until 2021) and has had a significant impact on 

forest governance and the promotion of legal timber trade worldwide.65 

63.  ICAI, “How DFID works with multilaterals to achieve impact”, https://icai.independent.gov.uk/
wp-content/uploads/ICAI-Report-How-DFID-works-with-multilateral-agencies-to-achieve-impact.pdf 
(2015); ICAI, “ICAI follow-up of: How DFID works with multilateral agencies”, https://icai.independent.
gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/ICAI-Follow-up-Multilateras.pdf (2017).
64.  ICAI, “How DFID works with multilaterals to achieve impact” (2015), 1.
65.  UK Aid, “Development Tracker: forest governance, markets and climate”, https://devtracker.dfid.
gov.uk/projects/GB-1-201724/ (2018).
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The announcement about the final 3-year phase of FGMC was made 

by the Prime Minister, the Rt Hon Theresa May MP, at the One Planet 

Summit in Paris in December 2017.66 

As an example of a country-level bilateral UK initiative, the UK Climate 

Change Unit (UKCCU) in Indonesia is a DFID-managed £32.5 million 

program, that supports forest governance reform, reductions in illegal 

timber and action on greenhouse gas emissions from deforestation. 

This is again funded under the ICF. UKCCU again has performed well 

in independent assessments, and could be a model for UK engagement 

where environment and development priorities warrant UK support.

Comparison with other donor countries

Comparisons with other G7 and EU countries reveal that the  

UK’s leadership on development more broadly is not being harnessed 

in global nature conservation efforts. The 2015 G7 progress report 

ranked the UK as amongst the lowest contributors to international 

biodiversity conservation across the G7 and the EU, on a par with 

Canada and Italy.67 

The most authoritative global database on bilateral aid is maintained 

by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

(OECD). The OECD requires all Development Assistance Committee 

(DAC) countries to report donor aid, using standard markers, including 

reporting against the major environmental conventions (such as 

biodiversity).68 There are 30 DAC countries, which comprise the major 

66.  Prime Minister’s Office, 10 Downing Street, “PM announces new measures to tackle effects and 
causes of climate change”, https://www.gov.uk/government/news/pm-announces-new-measures-to-
tackle-effects-and-causes-of-climate-change (2017).
67.  G7 Accountability Working Group, “G7 Elmau Progress Report: biodiversity – a vital foundation for 
sustainable development”, https://www.bmz.de/g7/includes/Downloadarchiv/G7-Elmau-Progress-
Report-2015-Biodiversity-A-vital-foundation-for-sustainable-development.pdf (2015); World Bank 
Group, “Analysis of international funding to tackle illegal wildlife trade”, https://openknowledge.
worldbank.org/handle/10986/25340 (2016).
68.  OECD, “Aid activities targeting global environmental objectives”, http://stats.oecd.org/Index.
aspx?QueryId=42232&lang=en (2018).
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developed economies (for example Australia, Canada, European states 

and the EU, New, Zealand South Korea and the USA).69 OECD divides 

ODA commitments into projects for which biodiversity is the principal 

objective, those for which biodiversity is a significant objective but not 

the primary objective (examples might include climate change projects), 

and unrelated projects. International comparisons of expenditure on 

biodiversity via bilateral funds is outlined in Chart 2.1 below. 

69.  OECD, “DAC members”, https://www.oecd.org/dac/dacmembers.htm (2018).

Chart 2.1. Trends in global biodiversity-related bilateral ODA

Source: OECD, "Aid (ODA) by sector and donor [DAC5]", https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?QueryId=42232&lang=en (2018)
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Chart 2.1 shows that over the last ten years, Germany and the USA have 

emerged as two of the largest bilateral funders of biodiversity globally. They 

each provide on average around $600-700 million per annum of ODA, for 

which the principal objective is biodiversity over the past five years (2011-

2015). Germany has made a very public commitment to maintain spending 

on biodiversity at €500 million per annum, a target which was first reached 

in 2011, and is expected to be maintained.70 During the same period, the EU 

and France have both scaled-up their support, and account for $150-$250 

million per annum of biodiversity ODA each. The European Commission’s 

latest seven-year (2014-2021) budget earmarked €1 billion for biodiversity 

and ecosystems, including wildlife conservation, or around €140 million  

per annum.71 

Conclusion

For years now, the UK is has excelled in efforts to support the agenda of 

international development. Britain is alone in the G7 as the only member 

to have met the UN target of spending 0.7% of GNI on ODA, and is the 

third largest bilateral donor in the world, after the USA and Germany. 

Despite this, the UK does not match other developed countries in terms 

of commitment to spending on global nature conservation.

This fact ought to be surprising – given Britain’s rich historical legacy 

of biodiversity conservation. At its disposal is an unparalleled network of 

conservation organisations and research institutes, which have helped 

to craft some of the world’s most important international environmental 

agreements. 

70.  Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development of Germany and the Federal Ministry 
for the Environment, Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety of Germany, “Committed to 
biodiversity: Germany’s international cooperation in support of the Convention on Biological Diversity 
for Sustainable Development”, https://www.cbd.int/financial/2017docs/germany-commitment2016.
pdf (2016).
71.  European Commission, “European Union support for sustainable use and conservation of nature in 
developing countries”, https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/european-union-support-sustainable-use-and-
conservation-nature-developing-countries_en (2016).



UK’s current commitments

43

The UK has yet to realign its ODA portfolio to address the new goals and 

targets identified by the SDGs. By contrast, over the last five to ten years, 

other major donor countries have repositioned significant portions of 

their ODA budgets to support global efforts on biodiversity and nature 

conservation. The UK could and should do the same. How to do this is the 

focus of Chapter Three.
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Chapter 3: Aligning UK ODA 
with global nature conservation
In the previous chapter, we examined how UK ODA has been spent on 

global nature conservation in the past and what has been successful and 

unsuccessful. In this chapter, we argue that there should be a significant 

increase in the amount of additional funding available annually for 

global nature conservation through ODA spending, and also changes 

to how new and existing funds are spent so they can be much more 

impactful. 

The principle of “being the first generation to leave the natural 

environment in a better state than we found it”, as the new 25-year 

Environment Plan from Government states, should be extended from 

domestic policy to our foreign policy too. Conserving global nature – 

through bilateral and multilateral programmes – should be an essential 

part of this country’s post-Brexit ‘Global Britain’ strategy.

Properly funding global nature conservation 

In 2017, UK ODA was just under £14 billion.72 The UK ODA budget is 

expected to grow in real terms to around £14.6 billion by 2020.73 

72.  Department for International Development, “The aid budget only goes up as the UK economy 
grows”, https://dfidnews.blog.gov.uk/2018/04/06/the-aid-budget-only-goes-up-as-the-uk-economy-
grows/ (2018).
73.  Sonya Krutikova and Ross Warwick, “The changing landscape of UK aid”, https://www.ifs.org.uk/
uploads/publications/bns/BN204.pdf (2017).
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The mechanics of meeting the commitment of 0.7% of GNI annually 

has resulted in some poor decision-making. One example identified by 

the National Audit Office (NAO) of how year-end accounting priorities 

determine UK ODA allocations to multilaterals was when DFID was £50 

million short of achieving its targets in October 2015 and so planned to 

address this by increasing its contribution to the World Bank International 

Development Association (IDA) to £84 million.74 In December 2015 DFID 

further revised this upwards to £99 million to meet its year-end target.75 

The legal imperative to meet an arbitrary target and the rushed nature of 

this spending decision meant that the opportunity to project soft power 

through UK-branded aid, and to support projects and priorities that the 

UK public support, was lost. 

Although we have seen a very small amount of UK ODA spent on 

global nature conservation, for the most part – as the previous chapter 

demonstrated – this has actually been spent very well. But spending 

the current allocation better can only achieve so much. Consequently, 

what must change first is the total amount of money available for global 

nature conservation. The importance of this task requires a much more 

substantial investment. At the very least, £1 billion per year of additional 

funding for global nature conservation should be made available from 

2020, which is when the next Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR) 

cycle starts. This should rise to at least 10% of UK ODA by 2025. This 

new ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’ could be funded through a 

combination of organic growth in the ODA budget (as the economy grows) 

and by ending ad hoc contributions to multilateral institutions. 

In the context of the current ODA budget and the projected growth 

in the budget as a result of economic growth, funding for this proposed 

‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’ is perfectly doable. It would not 

74.  National Audit Office, “Managing the Official Development Assistance target – a report on progress”, 
https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/Managing-the-Official-development-Assistance-
target-a-report-on-progress.pdf (2017), 46.
75.  Ibid.



Saving global nature

46

reduce current bilateral funding or core multilateral funding. The only 

real cost is not handing over more money to multilaterals because the 

UK does not know what to do with it itself at the end of the financial year.

DEFRA should host the proposed 'Global Nature Conservation' Fund. 

DEFRA is responsible for implementing and administering many of 

the UK’s international agreements that relate to biodiversity, including 

the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), the Convention on 

International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora 

(CITES), and the Convention on Migratory Species (CMS). DEFRA also 

leads on Commonwealth environment initiatives for the UK. In addition, 

DEFRA’s recently published 25-year Environment Plan included a pledge 

to protect and improve the global environment and details specific 

planned action on improving global supply chain sustainability, tackling 

deforestation, and leading efforts to improve international biodiversity.76 

The department should be given the resources to fund and deliver these 

international commitments.

What is more, as outlined in Chapter Two, DEFRA is already host to 

successful nature-focused ODA programmes such as the Darwin Initiative 

and the Illegal Wildlife Trade Challenge Fund. It has policy and delivery 

expertise in nature conservation, both domestically and internationally. 

It would be efficient if DEFRA is given the resources to fund and deliver 

all these international commitments, including the new proposed ‘Global 

Nature Conservation Fund’.

Enhancing these institutional capabilities in DEFRA will enable existing 

centres of expertise to do more, particularly given the small size of the 

existing Darwin Initiative budget relative to its potential impact. It would 

also enable DEFRA to meet the frequent requests for technical assistance 

from developing country governments on environmental policy. 

76.  HM Government, “A green future: our 25 year plan to improve the environment”, https://assets.
publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/693158/25-year-
environment-plan.pdf (2018), 110.
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The new funding through the proposed ‘Global Nature Conservation 

Fund’ will deliver important development benefits, by creating 

sustainable livelihoods and alleviating poverty in areas with important 

biodiversity and habitats. As Figures 3.1 and 3.2 illustrate, many of the 

places with the greatest need for nature funding are in the Commonwealth 

and/or are developing countries, particularly Least Developed Countries 

(LDCs),  that overlap with biodiversity hotspots. 
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Priorities for the proposed ‘Global Nature 
Conservation Fund’

Additional money should be deployed on a small number of global 

nature conservation issues that resonate with the public’s priorities and 

which support existing areas of UK expertise and leadership. 

We propose that at least £1 billion annually should be made available for 

this fund and recommend that it be spent in the following compelling areas: 

�� Establish and support the effective management of new and 

existing marine and terrestrial ‘Commonwealth Parks’ with at 

least £200 million per year. These parks would support new or 

existing protected areas across developing countries within the 

Commonwealth. Grants could support a wide range of global nature 

conservation activities, from better enforcement to sustainable 

livelihood creation. Grants would be made on a three- to five-year 

renewable basis and would be designed to encourage landscape 

approaches to conservation, including, but not limited to, formally 

designated protected areas. It could also support transboundary 

parks that straddle two or more jurisdictions. 

The threats facing protected areas and their surrounding landscapes 

are increasing, including from the illegal wildlife trade, resource 

extraction, land use change, infrastructure development and climate 

change. Simultaneously, the areas gazetted for protection have 

increased to meet the CBD Aichi Target 11 (that by 2020 protected areas 

should increase to 17% of all global land areas and 10% of all ocean and 

coastal areas). Funding therefore needs to increase commensurately 

to ensure that a larger global protected area estate can effectively 

conserve nature and contribute to sustainable livelihood creation in 

the face of increased threats. 

�� Protect critical corridors for iconic mammal, bird and marine 

species with at least £200 million per year. Conservation corridors 

are fundamental to the survival of key species and require a joined-
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up approach across multiple jurisdictions including in land use 

planning, education, livelihood creation, enforcement, monitoring 

and research. These corridors are a critically important approach for 

protecting nature but are currently underutilised. 

A limited number of corridors could be prioritised and these could 

include: the African-Eurasian and the East Atlantic flyways that 

bring migratory bird species to the UK (such as the turtle dove and 

nightingale); corridors in East Africa to support elephant populations; 

a rhino corridor between South Africa and Botswana; a Pangolin 

corridor between Uganda and Malawi; a tiger corridor in the Central 

Forest Spine of Peninsula Malaysia, northern Myanmar and/or the 

Western or Easter Forest Complex in Thailand; a jaguar corridor in 

Latin America; marine corridors for sharks and rays, whales, turtles 

and dugongs; and connecting and protecting swaths of coral reef 

habitats in the Commonwealth to enhance resilience.

�� Create new results-based payment mechanisms to fund the 

restoration, conservation or enhancement of natural ecosystems at 

scale with at least £250 million per year. These results-based payment 

contracts would directly commission measurable improvements to global 

nature at lowest cost through market-based mechanisms and/or reverse 

auctions. These mechanisms would be designed to pay for outcomes 

at a landscape scale. Existing standards for measuring outcomes could 

be used, for example REDD+,77 and new ones could be developed for 

different environmental outcomes. 

Creating cash flows to underpin conservation outcomes and allocating 

these efficiently through markets and auctions to landscape scale 

projects and programmes will deliver outcomes more efficiently 

and help crowd-in a variety of different funding providers, thereby 

77.  REDD+ is ‘Reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation and the role of 
conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in 
developing countries’, see: Convention on Biological Diversity, “REDD+ and biodiversity benefits”, 
https://www.cbd.int/forest/redd-plus/default.shtml (2018).
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supporting innovation.

�� Establish ‘The UK Conservation Trust’ with at least £100 million 

per year. The aim would be to have a newly capitalised trust that 

would use its balance sheet and an investment grade credit rating 

to finance global nature conservation and sustainable livelihood 

creation projects in developing countries. 

The UK Conservation Trust would be established in perpetuity, 

reinvesting all its returns providing concessional finance to projects 

focused on conserving or enhancing global nature. This UK-branded 

institution with technical capacity and a balance sheet would operate 

across priority countries with the most serious biodiversity and 

habitat issues. 

�� Scale up the Darwin Initiative and increase its funding to at least 

£100 million per year. As outlined in detail in Chapter Two, the 

Darwin Initiative is an existing UK government grants scheme, 

administered by DEFRA, that helps to protect biodiversity and the 

natural environment through locally based projects worldwide. It has 

a tiny annual budget – awarding an average of £5.6 million per annum 

since 199278 – with a typical project lasting for up to three years and 

costing approximately £100,000 per annum79. Scaling up the Darwin 

Initiative should include: creating new larger grants; making available 

a greater number of both small and large grants; offering grants for 

longer durations and making them renewable; and creating more 

regular calls for project proposals targeting specific global nature 

conservation themes and priorities. 

�� Support world-leading and highly impactful research on global 

nature conservation conducted by UK research institutions and 

78.  Amy Duthie, “Celebrating 25 years of the Darwin Initiative”, https://www.fauna-flora.org/news/
celebrating-25-years-darwin-initiative (2017).
79.  Darwin Initiative, “Guidance notes for applicants – round 25”, https://assets.publishing.service.gov.
uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/709476/darwin-initiative-guidance-
round-25.pdf (2018). 
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universities with at least £100 million per year. There should also 

be a major new research centre on ecological restoration established 

in the UK with research collaborations and ecological research 

stations funded across the Commonwealth. Research programmes 

should build capacity and the ‘next generation’ of conservation 

leaders, both at home and abroad.

A particular focus should be on terrestrial and marine ecological 

restoration and developing approaches to restore and enhance 

ecosystems, such as rainforests and coral reefs, quickly and cost 

effectively. 

�� Significantly scale up education and outreach on nature and 

biodiversity in developing countries with at least £50 million per 

year. The UK cannot expect global nature conservation efforts to be 

sustainable or to be effective if people do not care or know about what 

is at stake and what they can do to support nature conservation. 

This funding should support education and outreach across all age 

groups, from young children to adults. Funding should focus on 

embedding behaviour change and there is significant potential for 

using new research into behavioural economics to support global 

nature conservation outcomes. 

These efforts could also include new Commonwealth ‘citizen science’ 

initiatives based on, for example, the successful annual Royal Society 

for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) Big Garden Birdwatch in the UK. 

There should also be a new scholarship for current and emerging 

conservation leaders from the Commonwealth to study for graduate-

level courses at UK universities. 

In addition to the new funding through the proposed ‘Global Nature 

Conservation Fund’, the UK should also ensure that any post-Brexit 

emissions trading arrangements (for example, returning to a UK 

Emissions Trading Scheme) prioritise carbon offsets generated 

from nature, particularly land use change and forestry projects in 
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developing Commonwealth countries. This can work alongside carbon 

offsets generated from domestic nature-based projects within the UK.

Making the ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’ 
work

As well as choosing compelling spending priorities, funds must be 

spent effectively. For this reason, pilots should be used to make sure 

that projects provide value for money for the taxpayer and deliver 

significantly improved global nature conservation outcomes. If a pilot is 

successful, the project could be scaled up with more funding.

Funds should focus on nature conservation interventions which are 

closely and directly linked to the livelihoods, security, resilience, and 

welfare of poor and marginalised communities. Expenditure must be 

compliant with UK legislation and international rules on ODA (see Boxes 

2.1 and 2.2).

The challenge of global nature conservation will of course require 

much more than UK ODA alone, but UK leadership could encourage 

other countries to allocate more of their ODA to nature conservation. As 

the only nation in the G20 to meet the 0.7% GNI commitment, the way we 

deploy aid is closely watched by other countries and often influences how 

others deploy their aid. 

With this in mind, UK funding via the proposed ‘Global Nature 

Conservation Fund’ should be allocated in a way that is more likely to 

result in co-funding from others, including governments (whether 

developed or developing), NGOs, philanthropy, and the private sector.

The proposed ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’ should also focus 

on important long-term bilateral relationships, with staff from the 

UK and the recipient country working closely together on projects and 

programmes in situ. This will create the conditions for more successful 

projects, and result in efficiencies as the fixed costs of establishing 
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effective country programmes are spread out over time.

Reforming DFID

Alongside the introduction of a ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’ 

administered by DEFRA, the second major part of ensuring global 

nature conservation is a critical part of UK ODA is by reforming DFID. 

Specifically, to properly institutionalise global nature conservation 

into what it does, so that all UK ODA is aligned and supportive of 

sustainable development efforts. 

As discussed in Chapter Two, since its formation DFID has been 

nearly exclusively focused on poverty reduction, at the expense of other 

sustainable development goals including global nature conservation. It has 

a track record of being unsupportive of broader sustainable development 

objectives. International development expenditure can also be incredibly 

short-term and can actually undermine longer-term sustainable 

development objectives (including global nature conservation). 

DFID reforms should include:

�� DFID should transition from a Millennium Development Goals 

(MDGs) mindset to a Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 

mindset by updating its priorities and operations to reflect this. 

Global nature should be explicitly and appropriately embedded into 

DFID policy guidance, appraisal, and performance reviews. 

�� Biodiversity should be a key filter for the allocation and 

prioritisation of UK ODA funding via DFID. The poorest developing 

countries with habitats and biodiversity of global or regional 

significance should be actively prioritised, particularly if they are in 

the Commonwealth.

�� There should be a ‘do no harm’ policy in relation to global nature 

across DFID, such that any proposed project that damages or 

destroys nature should not receive UK ODA. There would be little 
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point increasing allocations to global nature conservation on the one 

hand, while promoting short-term development that harms global 

nature and undermines sustainable development on the other. 

�� Government should recruit relevant expertise (such as ecologists) 

and create a centre of excellence in this area, jointly with the FCO  

and DEFRA.

As the proposed ‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’ demonstrates 

successes and our proposed DFID reforms are implemented, the 

Government should plan to further increase the ODA budget for 

global nature conservation. As before, this should be funded either 

through the legally-mandated growth in the ODA budget or through 

reducing the amount of funding given to multilateral institutions 

to distribute aid on the UK’s behalf. The proposed ‘Global Nature 

Conservation Fund’ should grow from £1 billion of additional funding 

per year from 2020 to at least 10% of UK ODA by 2025.

Rethinking ODA administrative costs 

In both DFID and DEFRA, the target of keeping overheads on ODA to 1% 

or below and maintaining minimal staffing numbers and expertise is a 

false economy.

It leads to expensive consultancy fees, as administrative and technical 

functions that could be more cost-effectively delivered in-house are 

outsourced to the private sector. It increases the incentive to award 

more of UK ODA to multilaterals to reduce the administration costs in 

DFID by passing them on to others for accounting purposes. It reduces 

government’s own capacity and expertise, curtailing the ability of 

government to develop and implement effective strategies, and ensure 

the rigorous and effective development, selection, management, and 

evaluation of ODA projects. 

The reality is that many projects and programmes will require greater 
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direct oversight and involvement from DFID and DEFRA to design 

and manage and this should be properly resourced internally, not 

expensively outsourced. 

There is understandable political anxiety about being seen to increase 

DFID staff costs as other departments are reducing their head count.80 To 

counter this, ODA spending departments should embrace the move from 

a ‘wholesaler’ to a ‘retailer’ model and be much more involved in design, 

delivery, and oversight.

Making global nature conservation a strategic 
priority 

First laid out in a 2011 Government White Paper, and repeated in 

successive Conservative Party manifestos, the current Government 

is committed to this being “the first generation to leave the natural 

environment of England in a better state than it inherited it”.81 

This welcome goal came in response to the significant and sustained 

fall in native species in the UK.82 The Natural Capital Committee (NCC) 

was set up to advise on how to deliver this objective and to measure 

progress towards it. As a result of the NCC’s recommendation, the 

Government also published a 25-year Environment Plan to tackle the 

variety of environmental challenges facing the UK.83 

But given the transboundary nature of many pressing environmental 

80.  James Tapsfield, “Fury of Tory MPs as foreign aid department drafts in 155 extra staff to help spend 
government’s ‘out of control’ £13billion budget”, http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-4674706/
Foreign-aid-department-gets-155-extra-staff.html (2017).
81.  HM Government, “The natural choice: securing the value of nature”, https://assets.publishing.
service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/228842/8082.pdf, (2011) 
4; The Conservative and Unionist Party, “Forward, together: our plan for a stronger Britain and a 
prosperous future”, https://www.conservatives.com/manifesto (2017), 26; The Conservative and 
Unionist Party, “Strong leadership, a clear economic plan, a brighter, more secure future”, https://www.
conservatives.com/manifesto2015 (2015), 54.
82.  HM Government, “The Natural choice: securing the value of nature” (2011), 5.
83.  Natural Capital Committee, “Advice to Government on the 25 Year Environment Plan”, https://
assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/677872/
ncc-advice-on-25-year-environment-plan-180131.pdf (2017), 2.
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problems, such as plastic pollution, the illegal wildlife trade, and 

climate change, it is impossible to effectively improve the natural 

environment in the UK without concurrently supporting global nature. 

Indeed, many of the gravest environmental challenges with which the 

public is concerned take place in other countries. 

Since the domestic target has already been shown to trigger new 

government policies on the environment, extending its reach to 

the international sphere is likely to prompt similar action within 

government. This country should make “being the first generation to 

leave the natural environment in a better state than we found it” one of 

its core international priorities as part of the post-Brexit ‘Global Britain’ 

strategy.

Making global nature conservation a priority for post-Brexit ‘Global 

Britain’ could also support other key policy priorities, including:

�� National Citizenship Service (NCS). Extending the NCS to enable 

young people (16-18 year olds) to volunteer abroad to assist with UK 

ODA-funded programmes, including global nature conservation 

projects. Currently, this scheme is limited to domestic volunteering, 

but there is a strong case for expanding its remit to give young people 

a broader set of experience and skills. This could also increase public 

awareness of the benefits of UK ODA.

�� High environmental trading standards. The UK could help trading 

partners to improve their environmental standards, by including 

environmental chapters in new free trade agreements (FTAs).

�� Climate change. Greening the ODA budget would help in the 

efforts to tackle climate change internationally. Since 2011, the UK’s 

International Climate Fund (ICF) – described in detail in Chapter 

Two – has provided billions of pounds to developing countries to 
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help them mitigate and adapt to climate change.84 Climate change is 

widely regarded as a major threat to wildlife and habitat conservation 

and many natural measures to address climate change, such as 

protection of intact forests, afforestation and ecological restoration, 

also have biodiversity benefits. The ICF and ODA funding for global 

nature conservation, therefore, would be mutually reinforcing.

�� Security. The environment is intimately linked to security, because 

healthy ecosystems ensure populations remain living in one region (thus 

minimising forced migration flows) and create sustainable livelihoods 

(thus reducing the economic incentive for engaging in illicit activity).85 

Funding more projects with explicit global nature conservation goals 

could help enhance security in developing countries. 

Conclusion

Nature supports sustainable development. And sustainable livelihood 

creation and poverty alleviation supports nature. To help the poorest 

people on the planet and to ensure the survival of species, habitats, and 

natural beauty, the UK must do much more to support global nature 

conservation, particularly in developing countries. 

While the UK is a global leader in international development, this 

leadership has not translated into global nature conservation. The UK’s 

approach – and DFID’s in particular – is dated and fails to achieve the 

broader objectives of collective global action on sustainability.

The Government’s admirable commitment to become “the first 

84.  Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy, Department for Environment Food and 
Rural Affairs and Department for International Development, “International Climate Fund”, https://
www.gov.uk/government/publications/international-climate-fund/international-climate-fund (2017).
85.  Shirley Scott, “The securitization of climate change in world politics: how close have we come and 
would full securitization enhance the efficacy of global climate change policy?”, Review of European 
Community and International Environmental Law (2012), 220-230; International Organization for 
Migration, “Central and North America: migration and displacement in the context of disasters and 
environmental change”, http://publications.iom.int/system/files/pdf/policy_brief_series_vol4_issue1.
pdf (2018), 5.
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generation to leave the environment in a better state than we found it” 

cannot simply be a domestic policy commitment.86 It must also be one of 

the objectives we have as a country internationally, as part of our post-

Brexit ‘Global Britain’ strategy. 

To date we have seen a pitifully small amount of UK ODA spent on 

global nature conservation. The importance of this task requires a much 

more substantial investment. At the very least, £1 billion per year of 

additional funding should be made available from 2020 through a new 

‘Global Nature Conservation Fund’, rising to at least 10% of UK ODA by 

2025. This would be paid for through a combination of future growth 

in the ODA budget and by ending ad hoc contributions to multilateral 

institutions, often made at the end of the financial year because the UK 

has not figured out what to do with the funds itself.

In addition to making new funds available via the proposed ‘Global Nature 

Conservation Fund’ administered by DEFRA, DFID should be reformed to 

properly institutionalise global nature conservation into what it does, so that 

all UK ODA is aligned and supportive of global nature conservation efforts. 

The natural world is facing unparalleled threats. The fragility of the 

environment not only threatens the flora and fauna for which we are 

custodians, but the future prosperity of communities around the world. 

The UK must act by significantly expanding ODA allocation to global 

nature conservation.

86.  HM Government, A green future: our 25 year plan to improve the environment" (2018), 110.
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Community development through wildlife 
conservation in Namibia 
Namibia is a vast and ecologically diverse country with a natural resource-
based economy. Most people live in rural areas, and are highly dependent on 
natural resources for their livelihoods, but only 8% of the land is arable and is 
frequently stricken by drought. Legally recognised community conservancies 
and community forests allow local people to be responsible for, and benefit from, 
the sustainable management of their natural resources including wildlife. Since 
1998, 82 communal conservancies and 32 community forests, supported by WWF, 
covering 20% of the country and 53% of all communal land have been established. 
One in four rural Namibians belongs to a registered conservancy.

This approach has increased employment, in tourism or directly within the 
conservancies and community forests. Incomes are further diversified through 
sale of crafts and indigenous plant products. Social cohesion and community 
empowerment is promoted and increased participation of women in decision-
making. Women comprise 39% of conservancy committee members and 14% of 
chairpersons. Conservancies generate almost £5.3 million a year in cash income 
and in-kind benefits for local people, which includes game meat, a vital source of 
protein for rural Namibians. Income generated goes directly back to communities 
to support anti-poaching operations, wildlife management, and education and 
health initiatives.

Community-based conservation has played a crucial role in significantly 
enhancing Namibia’s unique biodiversity instead. Elephant populations have 
grown from an estimated 7,500 in 1995 to over 23,000 today. Nature tourism 
is a key part of the national economy, and is worth approximate £460 million, 
attracting over 1.4 million tourists per year. 

Source: WWF, "Conserving wildlife and enabling communities in Namibia", https://www.worldwildlife.org/projects/conserving-
wildlife-and-enabling-communities-in-namibia (2018).
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Green Belt Movement in Kenya
The Green Belt Movement (GBM) was founded by Nobel Peace Prize Laureate 
Professor Wangari Maathai in 1977. It uses a watershed-based approach to tree 
planting in order to restore and improve key water catchments in Kenya with a 
view to improving the lives of local communities . 

Tree planting is used to sustain and replenish water supplies by controlling the 
supply of water to underground springs, rivers and streams. This prevents soil 
degradation and encourages sustainable agricultural practices. 

The GBM has planted over 51 million trees in three of the five major mountain 
ecosystems, and other public and private lands, in Kenya since 1977. Through 
planting trees on farmland and educating local people, they have been able to 
provide local women with an income, a ready supply of wood and fruit, and a 
greater understanding of how maintaining these delicate ecosystems is essential . 

Source: The Green Belt Movement, "Tree planting and water harvesting", http://www.greenbeltmovement.org/what-we-do/tree-
planting-for-watersheds (2018).

Stopping the drying of the Great Ruaha River in 
Tanzania 
Tanzania is a low-income country with rich natural resources, but it faces 
considerable fresh water challenges – on average 43% of new water supply points 
fail within the first year, and in one district that rises to 90%. 

The Great Ruaha is a major river in the South West of Tanzania which runs for 
475 kilometres and has a catchment area of 84,000 km2. Six million people live 
here with one million small-scale farmers dependant on the fertile soil of the 
basin. Half of Tanzania’s rice production is from here, and 70% of the country’s 
hydroelectric power is derived from two dams on the river. The river also sustains 
wildlife in the country’s second largest conservation area, Ruaha National Park.

In the last 15 years, the river’s flow has reduced and actually ceased in recent 
dry seasons. This has been caused by uncontrolled and poor water management, 
particularly associated with large rice irrigation schemes, intensive grazing, and 
deforestation. This lack of freshwater directly impacts the lives of rural and urban 
populations in the basin and wildlife in the Usangu Wetlands and Ruaha National 
Park, with implications for tourist revenues. The University of Dar es Salaam 
concluded that one million people downstream were being made extremely 
vulnerable to acute water shortages. Impacts on food production put the overall food 
security of Tanzania at risk. Losses to the national grid as a result of insufficient water 
flow cost almost £190 million between 2010 and 2015.

In 2017, the Tanzanian government established a special task force, after work by 
the WWF, to come together and report on how best to save the Great Ruaha River, with 
its recommendations now being taken forward through a series of initiatives.

Source: WWF, "Sustainable water access and use for Ruaha upstream and downstream communities", http://wwf.panda.
org/?252271/Sustainable-Water-Access-and-Use-for-Ruaha-Upstream-and-Downstream-Communities (2015).
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A conservation enterprise that incentivises rice 
farmers to protect forests and wildlife in Cambodia
Rice farmers in remote areas of Cambodia are far from markets and have limited 
economic opportunities. Their practices, including forest clearing for rice 
paddies, can threaten local wildlife such as the Giant Ibis, Cambodia’s national 
bird and one of the rarest species of bird in the world.

The Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) has worked with communities in 
national parks for over 10 years to develop livelihood incentive programmes that 
link conservation results to cash benefits to local people. 

WCS founded a local social enterprise, Sansom Mlup Prey (SMP), in 2009 
to enable farmers to achieve a premium price for their rice in exchange for 
complying with conservation-friendly practices. These practices include the 
maintenance of land-use boundaries, a zero-wildlife hunting policy and 
transition to organic farming. SMP trains farmers, and facilitates procurement, 
processing and marketing of the rice under the label 'Ibis Rice'. 

Around 4,000 people are now benefiting from the programme, which is 
expected to produce 1,500 metric tonnes of rice in 2018, with payments of over 
£500,000 per year at premiums of up to 100% over market prices. 

'Ibis Rice' is certified as organic and 'Wildlife Friendly' and is now exported 
to Europe. Farmer compliance is verified by professional certification as well 
as by WCS in collaboration with the national park, the use of satellite data and 
self-reporting village-level entities. Independent research by University of 
Cambridge, University of Oxford and Imperial College London (funded by the UK 
research councils) has found that the programme is improving livelihoods, whilst 
saving forests and the birds.

SMP was initially supported by grants from the DEFRA-managed Darwin 
Initiative, but now is sustainable on rice revenues using grants only for expansion 
or diversification. Ibis Rice uses an interest-bearing facility from a fund backed 
by WCS and in the future external investors for its working capital.

Source: Wildlife Conservation Society, "Ibis Rice project", https://programs.wcs.org/smpcambodia/About/Ibis-Rice-Project.aspx 
(2018).
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Sustainable agriculture in Uganda 
A Darwin Initiative project led by the British Trust for Ornithology sought to help 
harmonise agricultural productivity and nature conservation in Uganda. By 
encouraging best farming practice through measures such as leaving patches of 
semi-natural vegetation, it was demonstrated that pollination rates and yields 
increased, whilst also increasing the diversity of birds, bees and plant life. The 
project also deemed that other actions, such as not felling trees, will lead to long-
term beneficial results for ecological sustainability, such as improved water and 
soil quality, which will in turn likely further increase yields. 

The understandable desire to grow an abundance of food has led to instances 
of sub-optimal outcomes for nature, all across the world. Yet recent research 
has shown a new pathway which brings conservation and food production 
together. Ultimately, by promoting more ecological farming, which works in 
tandem with nature, poorer countries can better hope to develop, and do so in a 
genuinely sustainable manner.

Source: British Trust for Ornithology, "Conserving biodiversity in the modernising farmed landscapes of Uganda", http://www.
darwininitiative.org.uk/documents/14032/20808/14-032%20FR-edited.pdf (2008).

Tackling illegal Unreported and Unregulated (IUU) 
fishing and piracy in Somalia
The immense pressure on global fisheries, particularly through overfishing and 
illegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing has contributed to the political 
instability in the Horn of Africa and encouraged Somalian piracy. Fishing by 
commercial trawlers has degraded fish stocks for local fishers undermining their 
livelihoods. This combined with a lack of alternative economic opportunities 
has pushed some Somali fishers to piracy, resulting in major international naval 
deployments to combat it . 

The international community, through the international naval taskforce, has 
been effective in reducing the impact of piracy on shipping travelling around the 
Horn of Africa. However, this is a problem which cannot be solved by enforcement 
whilst the underlying causes remain unchanged. Indeed, Somalis view the 
international anti-piracy taskforce as supportive of foreign trawlers which have 
damaged the business for local fishers. The particular claim is that the European 
Union has not done enough to prevent Spanish trawlers from over-fishing . 

Oceans Beyond Piracy’s Partnership for African Fisheries (PAF) is working 
across the continent to build knowledge of IUU . The work with Somalia is, 
however, at very early stages. The PAF is working to develop a taskforce focused on 
the advancement of sustainable fisheries for the Horn of Africa region which will 
look at international law, IUU fisheries, and maritime safety and security. Only in 
doing this effectively will the underlying causes of piracy begin to be addressed. 

Source: Oceans Beyond Piracy, "Partnership for African Fisheries (PAF)", http://oceansbeyondpiracy.org/partnership-african-
fisheries-paf (2018). 
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A Key Diversity Area in a Kenyan delta 
The 130,000 hectares of the Tana River Delta is one of the poorest areas of 
Kenya: 77% of the population exist on less than $1.90 a day. The Delta’s natural 
resources are critically important for these communities. Approximately 44,000 
Pokomo farmers cultivate crops on receding lake edges, and some 30,000 Orma 
pastoralists rely on the grasslands for dry season grazing. But it is also a fall-back 
area for pastoralists from as far away as Ethiopia, who migrate to the Delta in 
times of drought, in search of water and pasture.

Access to water resources is a source of conflict between the pastoralists and 
agriculturalists. Clearance of forest and conversion of wetlands for farming 
and livestock corridors is leading to a loss of biodiversity, and in the long-term, 
ecosystem services. The Delta’s natural resources have extraordinary importance 
in their own right. The Delta is the second most important ecosystem of its kind 
in Eastern Africa, a Ramsar site, and a Key Biodiversity Area. 

Threatened by unsustainable development, Nature Kenya and the Royal 
Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) developed an alternative approach, the 
Tana River Delta Land Use plan. The plan has the Delta’s environment at its heart 
and aims to balance agriculture and pastoralism across 60% of the Delta, the 
remaining 40% of land being allocated to urban and new industrial development 
as well as vital conservation zones to protect ecosystem services.

Source: RSPB, "Tana River Delta", https://www.rspb.org.uk/our-work/our-positions-and-casework/casework/cases/tana-river-
delta/ (2018). 

Eco-tourism in Ghana 
Maintaining biodiversity to ensure tourism can continue long into the future 
is of paramount importance. To do so requires capacity building to create the 
structures necessary to preserve precious ecosystems, through institutions 
like adequately resourced national parks. It is crucial that the benefits derived 
from eco-tourism are focused on local communities and that organisations are 
structured with this key aim in mind. 

The Tafi Atome Monkey sanctuary, based in a rural community in Ghana uses 
this model to successfully protect endangered species and bring benefits to the 
local community. Locals have a shared stake in the project and its success through 
employment and local investment of profits.

Failing to combat the actors who wish to exploit the natural environment for 
short-term gain – such as poachers who kill charismatic megafauna, or illegal 
loggers who destroy habitats – can render a once profitable asset redundant, 
resulting in sizeable economic loss.

Source: Alison Ormsby and Craig Edelman, "Community-based ecotourism at Tafi Atome Monkey Sanctuary, a sacred natural site 
in Ghana", http://www.gvengineers.org/pdf/Chapter22.pdf (2010). 
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Lagoon restoration in the Grenadines 
Ashton Lagoon, located on the south coast of Union Island in the Grenadines, 
is the largest bay in the Grenadines, and was unique in that it contained all the 
primary components of a mangrove, seagrass, and coral reef ecosystem, including 
a long stretch of outer reefs, a shallow protected inner lagoon, abundant seagrass 
beds within the lagoon, tidal mud flats, salt ponds, and the largest continuous 
mangrove habitat in the region. Because of its rich biological diversity and 
ecological importance for the entire coast of Union Island, the lagoon was 
designated a Marine Conservation Area and protected under The Fisheries Act 
of 1986. The area was also designated an Important Birding Area, supporting a 
large variety of resident and migratory herons, egrets, shorebirds, seabirds, and 
landbirds.

Despite its protected status, 20 years ago, a foreign developer was given 
permission to proceed with a large marina development. An environmental 
assessment pointed out that the development would cut off water circulation 
to the bay, causing catastrophic damage to reefs, seagrasses and fisheries. 
Nevertheless, the project proceeded, with exactly the predicted results. After 
dredging the lagoon and building the causeways and marina berths, the 
developer went bankrupt and disappeared, leaving behind the damaged bay.

Impacts from the failed development included stagnant polluted water in 
the lagoon and marked declines in marine life and the health of the mangrove. 
The once fishing haven was no more, the family fun areas for picnicking and 
swimming were also gone, and the calm turquoise waters of the lagoon where 
coconut and gum boats once sailed were now murky and stagnant.

The goal of the Ashton Lagoon Restoration Project, led by Sustainable Grenadines 
Inc., a local non-profit conservation organisation, is to restore life to the lagoon 
including the mangroves, coral reefs, seagrass beds, birds, fish and other  
marine life, whilst providing opportunities to develop sustainable livelihoods. 
The restoration works will focus on restoring hydrology and tidal flushing in the 
lagoon to re-establish the natural circulation. They will also focus on community 
outreach and education to bring about awareness and appreciation of the links 
between the environment and sustainable livelihoods and the importance of 
using natural resources wisely among the general public, stakeholders, and 
government officials. Finally, the project will develop sustainable tourism and 
livelihood opportunities for local people.

Source: Birds Caribbean, "Restoration begins at Ashton Lagoon in the Grenadines", https://www.birdscaribbean.org/2015/11/
restoration-begins-at-ashton-lagoon-in-the-grenadines/ (2015).
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Community conservation in Northern Kenya
The north of Kenya, a vast, arid and rugged wilderness, harbours approximately 
25% of Kenya’s remaining wildlife. However, it is a region historically plagued by 
insecurity, ethnic tension, and poverty. Violence, primarily between pastoralists 
of warring tribes, cattle raiding, resource conflicts and banditry are common 
across much of these arid lands. These issues are further exacerbated during 
periodic droughts when competition for scarce water and pastureland intensify, 
especially given complex land rights in the region. The area has minimal 
services such as schools and health clinics, and poverty levels range from 72% to 
83%, compared to 47% nationally. Malnutrition is common and many children 
(especially girls) do not attend school. Lack of security is a root cause of wildlife 
poaching and also limits development opportunities.

The Northern Rangelands Trust (NRT), set up in 2004 by a coalition of local 
leaders, politicians and conservation interests, is a community-led NGO whose 
mission is to develop resilient community conservancies to transform people’s 
lives, secure peace and conserve natural resources. 

To date, NRT has facilitated the establishment and operation of 35 
conservancies across Northern Kenya, bringing hope of improved security 
and conservation management to over 500,000 people and some 4.5 million 
hectares of rangelands, with support from a large number of donors and other 
international organisations, including Flora & Fauna International (FFI). NRT is 
accountable to a Council of Elders, made up primarily of the chairs of member 
conservancies.

Since the establishment of NRT in 2004, the conservancy model has 
demonstrated an effective ‘win-win’ for biodiversity and poverty. Specific 
conservancies have, for example, showed increased populations of wild dog, 
giraffe, elephant and lions, and the return of species such as eland to areas from 
which they had previously disappeared. For communities, the improved security 
resulting from NRT support is particularly highly valued, with other benefits 
cited as increased access to education and other public service, employment 
opportunities, development of infrastructure, stabilisation of other aspects 
of livelihoods and provision of other services. Conservancies are also earning 
revenues from ventures including tourism and livestock programmes organised 
by NRT – nearly £500,000 in 2016. 

Source: Fauna & Flora International, "Supporting Northern Rangelands Trust to deliver community-based conservation", https://
www.fauna-flora.org/projects/supporting-northern-rangelands-trust-deliver-community-based-conservation (2018).
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Bridging the gap between development and 
environmental conservation in post-conflict Cambodia 
The Cardamom Mountains of southwest Cambodia are of global significance 
to biodiversity conservation. This two million hectare forested landscape 
supports over 100 mammal species, 300 birds, 90 reptiles and 45 amphibians, 
including numerous endemic species. These mountains are home to extensive 
communities of indigenous people, including Por and Suoy people, who are 
dependent on forest resources for their livelihoods.

O’Som Commune is one of the oldest settlements in the Central Cardamom 
Mountains, dating back to at least 800AD. Its four villages are surrounded by 
evergreen forest and the Veal Veng Marsh, which contains the world’s largest 
breeding population of Critically Endangered Siamese crocodiles (Crocodylus 
siamensis). The indigenous Por people revere the crocodiles and believe that 
harming them offends the forest spirits and brings death to the community.

At the community’s request, Fauna & Flora International (FFI), in 
collaboration with the community, the Forestry Administration and the 
Centre for Study and Development of Agriculture in Cambodia (CEDAC), 
a Cambodian NGO, supported the development of a programme of work to 
support the needs of the Por communities whilst also working to conserve 
the Siamese crocodile. FFI helped develop the O’Som Commune Land Use 
and Natural Resource Management Plan, which identified forest gardens 
and paddies and incorporated cultural and biodiversity needs, including  
Por spirit forests, a crocodile sanctuary, fish sanctuaries and wildlife 
preserves. Detailed regulations were drafted by the villagers for every zone 
and major resource. 

The commune plan was formally approved by the Cambodian Government 
in 2003, thereby confirming the community’s tenure and enabling a 
programme of support to increase crop diversity and yields, support methods 
of restoring soil fertility, establish chicken banks, and form village farmer 
associations. 

As a result, living standards in O’Som improved dramatically. The project  
has empowered the people to act as stewards of the forests, marsh and wildlife. 
Harvesting of Siamese crocodiles has effectively stopped in O’Som since 
community wardens patrols began in 2005, and the community no longer tolerates  
destructive fishing methods. This work has now been scaled up and expanded 
across other villages in the Cardamom Mountain, with significant benefits to 
local communities and with populations of the Siamese crocodile now stabilised 
or growing at key sites. 

Source: Fauna & Flora International, "Conserving Siamese crocodiles in Cambodia", https://www.fauna-flora.org/projects/
conserving-siamese-crocodiles-cambodia (2018).
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