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Health Warning

This presentation has been prepared by 
the GEF Evaluation Office. The findings, 
interpretations and conclusions expressed in 
this paper do not necessarily reflect the views 
of the GEF Secretariat and Implementing 
Agencies. The management response of the 
GEF has been published on its website: 
thegef.org
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Study Objectives

l To explore the inter-relationship between 
environmental and local livelihood benefits in 
GEF supported programs

l To understand how to mobilize local actors to 
support environmental management and 
reduce negative impacts on local communities

l To assist the GEF family to improve its 
policies, strategies and implementation
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Summary of Main Conclusions 

1. In many areas in which the GEF is active, local and 
global benefits are strongly interlinked

2. In some GEF projects there were considerable 
achievements in developing local incentives to ensure 
environmental gains

3. In many projects where local-global linkages were 
intended to be addressed, they were not sufficiently 
taken into account, resulting in less local and global 
benefits than anticipated

4. Win-win situations for local and global benefits proved 
in many cases to be unaittanable
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Conclusion 1: In many areas in which the GEF is active, local and 
global benefits are strongly interlinked

l Particularly where environmental gains require 
changes in human behavior

l Linkages can be positive or negative – i.e., there are 
winners and losers at the community and other levels

l Positive linkages occurred where changed resource 
use improved livelihoods and protected environment

l Projects which restricted access to natural resources 
often imposed unacceptable costs on local 
communities, unless compensation was provided
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Conclusion 2: In some GEF projects there were considerable 
achievements in developing local incentives to ensure environmental 
gains

l Development of supportive policies enabled socio-economic and 
political incentives for local environmental management (including 
linkages to poverty reduction)

l Use of social assessment during design and implementation of 
projects to identify, disaggregate, target and involve local 
communities and institutions

l Market and affordability assessment for income generating 
activities, and attention to targeting 

l Local participation in design and implementation crucial to 
ownership, relevance and effectiveness of local incentives

l Local support can be generated by compensation / substitution 
and environmental education
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Conclusion 3: In many projects where local-global linkages were 
intended to be addressed, they were not sufficiently taken into account, 
resulting in less global and local benefits than anticipated

l Shortcomings often started with inadequate understanding of “the 
community” in terms of socio-economics (equity – poverty), 
institutions, resource access, use and needs 

l Weaknesses often exacerbated by short project duration, uneven 
implementation or failure of co-financing of local benefit 
components and inconsistent supervision of activities necessary 
for linkages

l Income generating activities (IGAs), eco-tourism delivered with 
insufficient consideration of potential market, capacity, affordability 
and targeting 

l But more recent Project Designs show improvement (at planning 
stage)
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Conclusion 4: Win-win situations for global and local benefits proved in 
many cases to be unattainable

l Incomplete development of alternative courses of action, with a 
range of trade-offs between local costs, compensation and levels 
of environmental protection are inevitable

l Inadequate attention to the potential for negative impacts and the 
need for mitigation strategies

l GEF relies heavily on IGAs and specifically eco-tourism as a 
substitute for destructive local livelihoods

l IGAs often failed because: poor people could not access them; if 
they did they tended to use them as addition rather than 
substitution

l Eco-tourism often not viable because of national level constraints
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Findings: Equity / Poverty 
from GEF Protected Areas Projects (1)

l 76 out of 88 GEF biodiversity projects sampled were 
mainly focused on Protected Areas (PAs)

– Most supported maintenance or establishment of National Parks 
– Restrictions on Resource Access featured in 72 out of 76 projects

l Imposed costs on local stakeholders dependent on natural 
resources rarely recognized or addressed by project interventions

l Equity / Poverty considered in 29 out of 88 projects
– Of these 24 attempted to disaggregate targeting of local 

benefits strategies (IGAs and eco-tourism). 15 projects 
reported some successes
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Findings: Equity / Poverty 
from GEF Protected Areas Projects (2)

l Projects tend to ignore negative social impacts (costs) 
in design and implementation

– 66 out of 88 projects did not discuss negative impacts in 
design / implementation of creation or support for PAs

– 10 did discuss negative social impacts with great variation in 
treatment 

l Acknowledgement of issue, but no special mitigation action
l Focused action in two projects through development and 

implementation of social mitigation plans (Argentina and China)

l Monitoring and evaluation was found to be very weak
– 40 out of 88 projects intended to conduct socio-economic M&E

l Of which 17 recorded some M&E data – mostly qualitative, but 
focus is on benefits and tends to be undifferentiated within 
communities
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Findings: Equity / Poverty 
from GEF Protected Areas Projects (3)

l Project strategies to provide livelihood benefits [offset 
costs] 

– Alternative IGAs / Eco-tourism / small-scale social 
infrastructure as compensatory or substitution for lost access 

– Co-management / sustainable use as a way to enhance use 
and access

l Livelihood Benefit strategies delivered through 
demonstration and / or sub-projects

– Many were not sufficiently targeted: not enough consideration 
of distribution of costs and benefits (winners and losers)

– Field evidence shows livelihood benefits are often co-opted by 
community ‘elites’

l What is the impact on conservation?
l Is inequality detrimental to conservation or can it be acceptable? 
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Equity and Protected Areas –
Upper Mustang, Nepal: Many Losers and 
a Few Winners (1)

l Mustang is a ‘Restricted Area’ inside the Annapurna 
Conservation Area

l Approximately 5,000 people live within Mustang District
– Predominant livelihood is goat and yak herding – this is also 

perceived as the main threat to biodiversity through competition for 
scarce pasture resources

l Endangered biodiversity: Snow leopard, Tibetan argali, Tibetan 
wild ass.

l Conservation and cultural tourism is secondary livelihood –
approximately 700 tourists visit Mustang each year (2004)

– Pay US$700 per person for 10 days trekking – Total yearly 
revenues between US$500,000 – 600,000. 

– This is one of the highest trekking fees in the World
– However, all revenue is collected by the Central Government and 

not shared sufficiently with local communities (4% shared 
annually)
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Equity and Protected Areas –
Upper Mustang, Nepal: Many Losers and 
a Few Winners (2)

l Upper Mustang Project intended to improve biodiversity and cultural 
conservation through capacity building for local resource 
management and development of livelihood alternatives to reduce 
human threats

– Major project assumption: tourism revenue sharing (at 30 – 40%) would 
be agreed and could be used to support community livelihood activities / 
demonstrate value of conservation

l Outcome: The Central Government has been reluctant to share revenues with local 
communities, citing poor / immature community governance as a reason

l Outcome: Livelihood alternatives have been developed – handicraft activities / savings 
and credit groups etc but the benefits were monopolized by the higher castes

l Outcome: Small tourism livelihood benefits such as income from low-scale 
provisioning / guest houses and camp grounds are dominated by higher castes

l Outcome: Community resource management committees are similarly dominated by 
higher caste members (who own largest herds of goats and yaks)

– These outcomes are despite project attempts to involve the poor and the 
introduction of gender sensitive approaches to implementation
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Equity and Protected Areas –
Upper Mustang, Nepal: Many Losers and a 
Few Winners (3)

l Field case study results: winners and losers
– Winners:

l Central Government who retain the significant tourism revenues from 
small-scale trekking ($$$$$$$$)

l Kathmandu trekking companies who provide main services to tourist 
entering Mustang ($$$$$)

l Mustang high caste community members who use their position to co-opt 
tourism and alternative livelihoods ($$)

– Losers:
l Mustang communities (rich and poor) who have access restrictions 

imposed on grazing, but receive no share of tourism trekking fees as 
alternative / compensation  ($$$$$)

– But poorest members of community who are excluded from 
livelihood alternatives and involvement in resource institutions lose 
the most

l Conservation stands to lose – with no tourism revenue sharing local 
communities have few tangible incentives to engage in environmental and 
cultural conservation activities in the long-term
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GEF and Equity: From Field Reality to 
Strategy

l GEF Operational Strategy activities to be:
– Environmentally, socially and financially sustainable

l In Biodiversity Focal Area Strategic Considerations:
– Stakeholder involvement – including local communities in project 

design and implementation
– Issues of poverty … distribution of benefits and accountability for 

conservation of key resources
– Demographic, gender and social organizational processes that 

influence human and environmental interactions
l GEF Incremental Costs Policy requests projects to consider:

– Domestic costs and benefits of the baseline and alternative situations 
may accrue to different groups. To ensure acceptability and 
sustainability of the proposed alternative, good project design would 
address any re-distributional (equity) effects of the alternative. 
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Conclusions: 

l Tools for understanding trade-offs and general equity / 
poverty issues –

– Social assessment and social mitigation plans to identify trade-
offs and target livelihood interventions

– Stakeholder assessment at community/regional/national levels 
l Important to consider trade-off/equity issues within and beyond 

communities
l But, some fundamental questions: 

– Can and should conservation be addressing equity issues?
– Can projects (short-term interventions) address equity and 

environment? 
l Equity may need to be addressed through other longer-term 

programs and policies

	  

	  

	  


