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1 Executive Summary

The Polynesia- Micronesia Hotspot is one of 34 hotspots around the globe identified by the

Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF) - areas that are both biologicaly rich and highly
threatened. CEPF provides grants for non-governmental and private sector organizations to

help protect these biodiversity hotspots; Earth’s most biologically rich yet threatened areas.

CEPF initiated a 5year funding programme in the region in June 2008 in partnership with
Conservation International's Pacific Islands Programme and partners in a Regional

Imp ke mentation Team (RIT).

The goal of the conference was to undertake a md-term assessment of the investment
programme in the Polynesia-Micronesia Hotspot to provide CEPF and CIl Pacific Regional
Imple mentation Teamw ith an insight into w hat has been done w ell, areas for improvement and
to identify investment gaps that must be filled with the remaining funds and within the time
avaiable.

Tw enty-seven of the 36 grantees who had been managing a project under the CEPF Polynesia-
Micronesia Hotspot programme and had responded to a questionnare w ere able to attend —
most non-attendees w ere based outside of the region, in Australia, Nev Zealand, USA and UK
(Annex 1). A detaied, extensive agendaw as developed for the meeting to ensure that potential
grantees w ere w ellaw are of the objectives and planned outcomes fromthe meeting (Annex 2).
An additional bonus w as that representatives from the World Bank also attended as part of their
assessment of CEPF programmes.

To date US$4.3 million have been committed to projects under the CEPF programme in
Polynesia- Mcronesia. These funds have been split so that approximately haf have been spent
on Strategic Direction 1, Invasive species and a quarter on each of Strategic Drections 2, Sies
and 3, Species. Afurther US$1.7 million is available for redistribution. The majority of this will
be apportioned folowing the cal for applications in March 2011 with a final call, for smll
projects, likely in Septe mber 2011

A key message throughout the conference was that increasing the levels of communication
between all organisations involved in the grant processw ould benefit all parties. Meeting face-
to-face for, in many circunstances, the first time at the conference should make this easier all
round. All parties are partners attempting to deliver biodiversity benefits w ithin the region. Each
partner has its own restictions on how it can deliver these benefits. Successful projects
minimise the impact of these restictions for all partners

Any substantive programme w ill produce both successful and less-suwccessful outcomes. The
lessons learned from these outcomes can serve to improve future conservation measures both

within the programme and also in future, up-comng, projects. How ever, improvements will only
occur if future projects take on board the lessons learned, w hich in turn can only happen if those
lessons learned are reported. The CI Pacific RIT took the opportunity of this corference to
launch a series of ‘Lessons Learned’ reports, developed as outcomes from the programme.
These findings w ere used as the basis of a series of group discussions at the conference that

identified a number of further Lessons Learned for future reporting. These discussions have
been summarised in Table 1 of this report.

A second key area discussed by the grantees was the subject of capacity gaps. Inevitably a

long list of gaps w as generated, which were in turn ranked in terms of priority (Tables 2 & 3). It
was clear that many of the gaps could be filled through communication with other grantees,

and/or through projects to facilitate training for grantees. A series of potential solutions were
identified and a number of subjects that might justify future projects were identified (Table 3).

5
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Interestingly, it w as noted that there are partnerships/netw orks w ithin the Pacffic that atte mpt to
provide an opportunity for organisations to identify experts across a range of subject areas. It
was clear that many of the grantees involved in the current project have not accessed these
networks. A useful development might be to make some of the networks more widely
avaiable/accessible w ithin the region.

A discussion around future opportunities for funding for biodiversity conservation w as followed
by two short and enjoyable training sessions on fundraising and comnunicating projects. Both
workshops could have extended for 2-3 days, sothis was very much just a ‘taster’ for grantees.
Key messages were transferred and enacted, in front of a panel of ‘experts’. This again
generated some ideas for future projects to help enhance capacity for individual grantees and
their organisations.

The success of the conference will be determined by the response of all parties during the
remainder of the programme. It is to be hoped that partnerships will have been developed, or
strengthened, between grantees and donors. The subject areas for proposals in Septe mber
2011 will be influenced by the outcomes from this conference, thus developing at least one
posiive outcome. Responses of attendees to the conference were ovaw helningly positive, the
opportunity to discuss various issues and problems face-toface being exceedingly helpful.
Suggestions as to how the exercise could be futher inproved will always be very wseful. tis
anticipated that there will be an end of programne conference to showcase the successes and
to sell projects to future potential donors in early 2013.
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2 Introduction

The Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF is a global leader in enabling civil society to

participate in and benefit from conserving some of the world’s most critical ecosystens. CEPF
is a joint intiative of I@&gence Francaise de Développement, Conservation International, the

Global Environment Facility, the Government of Japan, the MacArthur Foundation and the

World Bank A fundamental goal is to ensure that civil society is engaged in biodiversity
conservation. CEPF provides grants for nongovernmental and private sector organizations to

help protect biodiversity hotspots; defined as areas which are both biologically rich and yet

highly threatened terrestrial areas. CEPF’'s current grant progranme for the Polynesia-
Micronesia Hotspot is roughly mid-way through its lfetime. As such CEPFs Grant

Coordinator/Regional Implementation Team, Conservation International's Pacific Islands
Programme, w ere required to organise a mid-term review workshop of the projects funded
under this programme. The RIT sub-contracted Bird Life International to help co-ordinate the
event.

2.1 Conference Goal

The overallgoal of the mid-term assessment conference w as to provide CEPF and the RIT with
an insight into w hat has been done w ell, areas for improvement and to enable an assessment of
CEPF’s investment gaps and to develop a plan to fill these gaps w ith the remaining funds and
time available.

The Conference also enabled the CEPF grantees to:

share and act on lessons lkearned

identify and address ther capacity needs in relation to the implementation of their
projects

explore fundraising opportunities to continue the w ork of the projects

discuss w ith CEPF and the RIT ways to make improvements to the coordination of their
work

The conference embraced the follow ing principles:
Emphasise the sustainabilty of projects and project results

Maximise the linkages between separate CEPF projects in terms of sharing lessons
learned, resources and capacity

Provide the grantees with support to implement their projects and meet their
commitments to CEPF

The need to translate lessons learned into action (adaptive management, replication and
scalng-up of success stories)
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2.2 Conference Objectives

Conference Objectives

Outputs

1. To share our experiences and, in particular,

lessons learned in relation to our projects with
each other and our partners

2. Toprovide atraining opportunity for grantees
in the delivery of conservation projects by
addressing the grantees relevant areas of
interest (in particular financial/technical
reporting, fundraising, and promoting project
findings)

3. To give CEPF and the CI Peacific Regional
Implementation Team an opportunity to meet
with grantees in the Polynesia-Micronesia
Hotspot and to see first-hand the achievements

that CEPF support has provided to grantees in
the Pacific

4. Grantees, CEPF and the Cl Pacific Regional
Implementation Team to be givenan
opportunity to provide feedback toeach other
on the grantmanagement process and any
issues arising

5. Cl Pacific/CEPF to present the key gaps in the
investment portfolio and to identify the key
areas for thematic and geographic focus in the
remaining years of the programme

6. Toinvite other donors in the Pacific Region to
the conference to raise their aw areness about
grantee projects and to raise grantee awareness
of other long-term funding opportunities

1.1 Alist of positive and negaive lessonslearred

identifed by the grantees (what worked and why,
what didn’t and why aswell asany surprises)

1.2 Anindication of how theselessonslearned
will be appliedthroughactionsto resolve

problems, buildon successes (replicate and scale-
up) and respond to opportunities

2.1 Granteesto have shared their capacity needs
and identified opportunities to build capacity

2.2 Grantees to have received practicd training in
financalltechnical reporting, fundraising, and
promotion of project findings

3.1 CEPF and Cl Pacifc to haw greater
awarenress of the achievements of CEPF projects

in the Pacific and to have developed a personal
working relationship with grantees

4.1 CEPF andgranteesto haveagreedon
improvementsto the grant management process

in terms of howthe communicate and coordinate.

5.1 Grantees have a better understandng of
CEPF funding opporturities

6.1 Grantees have a better understandng of other
funding opportunities in the region

6.2 Donorsin the region to be more aware of the
CEPF projects
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3 Day 1 Records

The aim of Day 1 was to establish the strategic and administrative context inw hich the CEPF

Projects were operating. Once this context was established the aim was to reflect on the
performance of the Polynesia-Mcronesia Hotspot projects to date and to translate lessons

learned into future action in the form of recommendations to a specific party. Over the course of
the day Objectives 1, 3, 4 and 5 were addressed (refer Section 1.2)

3.1

3.2

Opening address.

The conference was opened by the Hijian Minister of Local Government, Urban

Develbpment, Housing and Environment, Colonel Samuela Saumatua. Mike Donoghue,
Cl Pacific Executive Director responded. This placed the conference in a regional
perspective —indicating the processes w ithin w hich the governments inthe region w ork to
deliver their conservation require ments (Annex 3).

Setting the context — the CEPF Programme and the Polynesia-Micronesia
Hotspot (Output 5.1)

The day continued w ith a series d presentations to set the context. Mike Donoghue opened the
section w ith a brief summary that puts the CEPF Polynesia- Micronesia programme into context.

CEPF is a global conservation fund for conservation in terrestrial biodiversity hotspots -
its funds are administered by Conservation International on behalf of the six global
donors, namely - the World Bank, the Government of France (through AFD), the
Government of Japan, the MacArthur Foundation, the GEF and Clitseff.

The Polynesia-Micronesia Hotspot is one of 34 global terrestrial biodiversity hotspaots,
where high levels of biodiversity are coupled with high levels of threat. The Polynesia-
Micronesia Hotspot is notorious for losing more species to extinction inrecenttimes than
any other biodiversity hotspot in the w orld.

The $7 milion CEPF fund was launched for the Polynesia-Micronesia Hotspot in
September 2008 and w ill end in April 2013. The main purpose of the fund is to catalyse
key actions to safeguard criticaly threatened terrestrial species and sites. Since the
launch, approximately $4.3 million has been committed to 58 projects. About $1.7 million
is still to be allocated. Thus this conference is an excellent opportunity to take stock of
progress and to focus on using the remaining time and funds in the nmost effective way
possible.

Cl Pacific has been continually involved since the very beginning of CEPF's nvestment
in the Pacific in 2003, w hen preparation of the investment strategy or ecosystem prafile

for the Polynesia-Mcronesia Hotspot began; through the securing of GEF focal poaint

endorsements from 14 countries in the region between 2005-2007; to w aking with
CEPF to manage a $1 milion funding programme in 2006 on invasive species

manage ment; and the launch of the full five-year CEPF investnent in 2008.

This w as follow ed by presentations covering the follow ing subjects:

Managing CEPF projects —a view from Washington, John Watkin, CEPF (Annex 4)



CEPF Mid-term Review Conference

CEPF Polynesia- Mcronesia Overview History, A short history o the Polynesia-
Micronesia Hotspot programme and a summary of the investment strategy including
strategic directions and conservation targets, James Atherton, Conservaton
International (Annex 5)

Gap Analysis of the CEPF investment programme in the Polynesia- Mcronesia Hotspot

and future grant-funding opportunities, Leilani Duffy, Conservation International (Annex
6).

3.3 Poster Presentations of CEPF Projects in the Polynesia-Micronesia Hotspot
(Output 3.1)

Each grantee had been asked to prepare a conference poster prior to the conference. These
were displayed in agallery area at the venue. Each grantee w as asked to introduce themselves
and to talk briefly about the project/poster (Annex 1 includes a list of all grantees that attended
the conference). The posters remained up for the duration of the conference and w ere referred
to during the different conference exercises. With the participants’ permission, Conservaton
International took possession of the posters once the conference ended so that they could
continue to use the posters to promote the projects and the CEPF Programme. As many as
possible of the electronic versions of these posters were also collected and passed to Cl and
CEPF. The communications consultant that was charged with providing communications
training on Day 3 of the conference also attended this session and took notes so that she could
provide feedback to the participants on their presentation and poster (thus futher delivering on
Objective 2, Output 2.2).

10
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3.4 Lessons learned by CEPF grantees and their future application (Output 1.1,
1.2)

In the afternoon of Day 1, the participants were facilitated through an exercise whereby they
‘translated’ the ‘lessons learned’ that had already been identified by grantees in relation to their
projects through evaluation reports and through a pre-conference questionnaire into

recommendations for future work. The premise of this exercisew as that unless lessons learned
are integrated into the w ork of CEPF's projects going fomw ard they may not be applied.

The session began with a presentation by James Atherton of Conservation International that
summarised the lessons learned from questionnaire feedback and reports already received from
grantees (this presentation is included in Annex 7). The participants were then split into three
thematic groupings who were given lists of the lessons learned akeady identified in these
thematic areas and were tasked with translating these lessons into useful, specific
recommendations for the future work of CEPF, CEPF grantees and conservation practitioners in
general. The thematic groupings were as follows:

1. Invasive Alien Species Eradication and Control (Facilitator: Souad Boudjelas)
2. Project Design, Manage ment and Reporting (Facilitator: Greg Sherley)
3. Working w ith Communities and other Stakeholders (Facilitator: Easter Galuvao)
The results of this exercise are presented below .
2.3.1 Invasive Alien Species Eadication and Control — Recommendations for future
projects and donors
Group Facilitators. Souad Boudjelas, w th Alan Tye
Group members: Graham Wragg, Anne Gouni, David Butler, Anu Gupta, Joel Miles
Recommendations:
Fnd outw hat's there
Do something about it
Secure your gains
Thorough research to remove uncertainty

Feasibilty studies are a must

More strategic approach is needed to set priorities for IAS work and these priorities need to
be comnunicated to donors

S T o

Adopt a stepw ise approach to planning and imple menting projects
Separate operational plan fromeradication...
..AND Include 10% to cover risk (contingency)
10. ...AND persuade donors of this necessity
11. Donors to better consider diversity of grantees, some are very vulnerable to cash flow

12. Need to also consider diversity of projects, for exanple an eradication may need 98% of its
noney in one nonth up front

13. Donors need to consider project finding need schedule (for example 10% retained until end
of the project is a problem)

11
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15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
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Continuous contactw ith the donor is essential especially if there are problems (like talking to
your mother)

As much as possible use local experts

Donors need to be flexible and allow activities to be changed as necessary
Funding time lines need to match biological and seasonal tineline necessities
BEradication projects demand all components occur in precise sequence and timing
Many donors don't fund salaries

Uose relationship and understanding betw een donor and project team is essential to
resolve most of the above issues

Applicability - what kind of projects do these recommendations apply to? Do they apply to
any existing projects underway?

Potential new projeds:

More surveys of nmore islands: invasive species and native biodiversity. Specific needs
include up-to-date information for the Southern Line Islands and an assessment of island
eradication priorities for Polynesia similar to that dane by Island Conservation for Mcronesia.
Refine and update he ecosystem profile fa the Polynesia-Micronesia Hotspot.

Whoneedsto recevetheserecommendations?
Grant applicants and donors (implementing organisations), CEPF and other donors.

12
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2.3.2Project Design, Management and Reporting

Group Facilitator: Greg Sherley
Group members: Hisabeth Erasito, Gilanne Brodie, Bernie O’'Callaghan, Mark O’Brien, Dick
Wating, Shyama Pagad, Sharon Patris, Lorraine Rdiall, Craig Costion, Nick Askew

General Discussion Points:

Timeissues

Project planning — Often grantee skill level is not sufficient to cope w ith meeting the
standards required of modern project application procedures
Not enough time to imple ment increasing activities — The project tends to grow after
inception and the time/resources available become progressively restrictive and prevent
conpletion
Luckas a factor — it needs to be recognized that ad-hoc and unforeseen factors do play
a significantrole inthe success of a project such as cyclones, accident etc.
Project design tends to:

be over ambitious

have high expectations

have too many specified outputs

Staff Resource issues

Staff: not having adequate staff resources affects time needed for implementation

Scoping issues

Issue of funding and practical constraints such as purchasing, employ ment etc.

Where possible, use the log-frame modelas a project planning disciplinary tool to make
sure of the best possible output. This may depend on the size of the project as to
whether it isw orthw hile (small ones may not justify).

Communications issues

Issues — Communicating w ith RIT — don't underestimate the value of this
Communicating with the stakeholders - important

Need to work w ith the right stakeholders for example, NFMV recognised that they
worked less w ith national government and more w ith Provincial Offices than originally
anticipated

Do organisations put sufficient time and resources into communications?

Preparing a formal exit strategy is important

Important to record w ays in w hich project approaches/integrates communications w ith
stakeholders

TAG concept, advisory body, informal netw orkers — can help project partners

13
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Recommendations:

Project Design-related Recommendations for all conservation projects inthe Pacific

1.

In order to better plan activities and account for activities/outputs/outcomes — make a
practice of systematically recording activities against time to quantify just w hat
time/energy is required to achieve outputs in future

Review — obtain independent opinion from colleagues at the start of project and at pre-
set “benchmark” intervals during the imple mentation of the project

Formal project plan — set specific and realistic tinmelines

Don’t be over ambitious -_Consciously assess capability in order to avoid over ambitious
objectives (set SMART objectives: specific, measurable, actionable, relevant and time-

bound)

Plan for phasing so that realistic imelines can be set to allow proper imple mentation
and meeting targets

Take a phased approach to dealw ith scoping and planning:

- Approach as process

- Plan a realistic inception phase

- Small grant for follow -upw ith bigger scale projects

Assess capacity d team vis a vis project

Design, resource and formalize an exit strategy (including w ith relevant stakeholders)
sothat the projectis concluded properly and meets expectations

Logframes are a useful tool to help us to reach realistic project planning and timing
(Some of the sdtware being advocated as project planning ‘tools’ are actually

expensive to download and some considered them to be difficult to use eg CEPF’s
‘online grant manage ment softw are - GEM).

Communications velated Recommendations for all conservation projects in the Pacific

1.

Effective communication means imparting information that results in changed be haviour

and in some w ays is the most important component of a project and so should be the
last to be cut back (in practice communications tend to get dropped off a project plan

firstwhenever funds become tight).

Constant communication w ith RIT by CEPF grantees is a must (and, nmore generally,
between grantees and donors)

Systematically/formally put time aside for providing information on project outputs to
stakeholders

Careful analysis of potential stakeholders at the planning stage is critical. Butalso be
mindful that new stakeholders may arise during the imple mentation of the project

14
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Plan for and provide adequate resources for acommunications strategy for projects
Design communications to target specific stakeholders group

Formalise an exit strategy for the project and ensure this is disseminated to appropriate
stakeholders

Establish a support netw ork of experts/supporters for the project (any project), this
could take the formof a netw orkor a steering committee

Specific recommendation: CEPF to produce a manual for how to communicate
conservation projects in the Pacific.

Specific recommendation: There is a need to better communicate the NBSAP activities
to wider communities in the pacifc.

2.3.3Working with Communities and other Stakeholders

Group Facilitator: Easter Galuvao
Group members: Nunia Thomas, Leilani Duffy, Brian Patrick, Lui Bell, Posa Skelon, Sione
Faka'osi, Tamara NaikatinrOsbourne, Miliana Ravuso

Recommendations:

1. dentify and Engage with Communities & Stakeholders

Community involvement/engage ment and aw areness (on all project stages)
Need partnership with relevant stakeholders before starting fieldwv ork
Building trust (spend time with communities)

Anticipate and manage conflict

Follow and respect protocols

Clear understanding of government decision- making

ldentify key influential people in the community

Avoaid negative incentives (e.g. providing alcohol)

2. Project Sustainability

ldentify and communicate benefits to community (cultural, economic, akernative
livelihoods)

Explore novel/creative w ays for sustaining the project w ork and results beyond the
project lifetime

Linking species conservation to cultural preservation
Faciitate collaboration betw een local communities and government
Acknowledgement, reporting and disse mination

Acknow ledging communities and stakeholders
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« Disseminate results — keep stakeholders updated on project progress (use language that
they understand)

¢ Recognising and acknow ledging traditional know ledge

Applicability - what kind of projects do these recommendations apply to? Do they apply to
any existing projects underway?

¢ These issues apply to all projects

« Everyone working in conservation in the Pacific needs to be advised of these
recommendations...

3.5 Presentation: Financial and Technical Reporting to CEPF — an overview and
tips (do’s and dont’s)

One of the main requests from participants in the pre-conference questionnaire w as for nore
information/training about technical and financial reporting to CEPF. In response to this
request, John Watkin from CEPF gave a presentation on this subject, a copy of his pow erpoint
presentation is included in Annex 8.

4 Day 2 Records —Output 2.1

The aim of Day 2 was to enable grantees to explore opportunities to address their capacity
needs afterthe corference in colaboration with each other, CEPF and other partners. Prior to

the conference, participants had been asked to communicate their capacity gaps in relation to
their CEPF-funded projects through a questionnaire. This information was used as the basisfor

the Day 3 exercise.

The session began with a brief presentation about the definition of capacity gaps and the
importance of delineating between capacity gaps on the different levels of: individual,
organization and netw ork. Participants were also reminded to focus their thinking on capacity
gaps in relation to the aim of their project Participants were also reminded that there are many
ways to address a capacity gap — once gaps have been identified they should be prioritised
(based on their level of importance/urgency/significance in relation to the project aim) and
solutions to the gap should be explored based on available resources. Participants were urged
to think outside of the box in identifying capacity solutions — other than training or new staff

members, capacity gaps can also be addressed through: mentoring, partnerships with other
organizations, new networks of collaborating organizations etc.

Participants w ere then asked to write their ‘top three’ capacity gaps as well as their ‘top three’
areas in w hich they or their organization could provide capacity solutions. For instance, canthe
participants provide training, mentoring or support to other CEPF projects in certain areas?
Participants w ere then encouraged to refer to their ‘top three’ inthe next group exercise. Atthe
end of the sessions, these ‘top three’ lists were also collected and summarized into a matrix
which is presentedin Table 1 below .
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Table 1. Summary of main capacity gaps identified and solutions offered by CEPF grantees and other conference participants

CEPF Mid-term Review Conference

Capacity Needs Need by Potential Solutions Offer by

Funding
Sustainable financing PILN, Dave Buter, Grants to support partners Conservation
Individual/organisation skills James Atherton, Fundraising training Internationd, Nick
Money Joel Miles, Shyama Aslew [2]

Disconnect between UN Funding
mechanism and locd needs

Pagad, Coral Reef
Research
Foundation, Gilianne
Brodie, Brian
Patrick, Pacific
Invasives Initiative,
Greg Shedey, TIS
[11]

Communication

Pubic relations James Atherton, Media training Tamara Oorne,

Media Joel Miles, Shyama Communicaion training SPREP (Nanette

Speak clearly and understandably Pagad, IUCN, Communicaion andtalks Woonton, Seema

Communicate to all sakeholders Gilianne Brodie, Deo), Biian

Promoting success Alan Tye, Anne Patrick, Jacqui
Gouni [7] Evans [4]

Awareness of politicians on gecies
Communicaion system linksto remote
sites

Technical support

Lackofinformation on local flora/fauna
Eradcation and control methods for
eradcation

Policy and advocacy

Expertise ba identification

Padcific islands taxonomists

Scientific methods invariousissues
Bait stations

Training on how to control Invasive Alien
Spedes

Irma Maua, Nick
Askew MaregeiViti,

IUCN, Gilianne
Brodie, Anne Gouni,

TIS[7]

Maiine invadve species

Technical skillsin terestrial conservation, species
recovery management

Technical expertise in conservation stting, drategic
planning, invasive species and managementissues
Expertise in Environment Impact Assessments and
biological surveys, GIS and change detection
Knowedge of invasive plants

Pesticide application

Dataand information management

Data sourcing and mining

Weed contrd (site-based)

Posa Skelton,
Dave Butler,
Conservation
Internationd,
James Atherton,
Jod Miles,
Shyama Pagad
(IUCN-ISSG),
Tamara Osorne,
IUCN, Coral Reef
Research
Foundation, USP,
Birdlife
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Capacity Needs Need by Potential Solutions Offer by
Publication review Internationd, Alan
Red Listing training Tye,_ Brian 3
Expertise onfish spawning aggregation, aerial surveys, Patnc;k, Pacific
Invasives

maiine invertebrates, bathymetiic mapping, marine
lakes

Advice on taxonomyand tools to use

Assist with bird-bandng issues

Spedes (birds) survey and monitoring

Birdand plant conservation, researchand management
Insect surveyin a cost-effecive mamer

Formal training in i) how to eradicate mdentsand cats
onidands; ii)island bhiosecurity; iii) invasive pant
project management

Best practice resources on Invasive Species
Management

Technical support: threatened species recovery and
habitat protection (terrestrialand maine)

Initative, Greg
Shetrey, TIS [16]

Community and stakeholder engagement

Engage with Frenchterritories

Engage better with communities
Strongerlinkage withlocal conservation
andresearch groups

Partrer commitment

Cultural liaison

PILN, Joel Miles
Maregeti Viti, Alan
Tye, Biian Patrick
[4]

Goodlink with PICTson consrvation, climate change,
invadve species, CBD, etc.

Community and private stakeholder
engagementsupport

Mentoring on community engagement methodology
On-line collaboration

Community awareness

Staleholderretention

Faciitate internationd researchers and locals (Palau,
Fiji)

Access to keen students

Linkwith locd communities and howto improve their
participationin the pogramme

SPREP, Irma
Motua (CRP),
Nick Askew,
MaregetiViti,
Coral Reef
Research
Foundation,
University of the
South Padific,
Jone, National
Trust of Fiji, Anne
Gouni, TIS[10]

Mediation
Facilitation
Negotiation

James Atherton,

Souad Boudjelas[2]

JillKey, Michelle
Frank, NZ DOC?
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Netw orking
Padific Islands Taxonomists [network IUCN, Coral Reet Effective networking at the country level PILN, Shyama
Intemational networkng with coral reef Research Network and tools Pagad (IUCN-
networks Foundation, TIS [3] Sodcial networking ISSG), Nick
Aslew, IUCN,

Working with global networks of species experts
Conrectionsand support from Global Red Liging
Process

Advice on potential collaborators
Networking ills

Gilianne Brodie,
Greg Shetley [6]

Coordination

Organisations to better coordnate work in
courtry

PILN

Coordination at the national level (organisation of the
administration —information service, loca administration)

Anne Goun

Operational (including Project Designand
Management)

Transportation (cost and qudity — impact
site visits)

Governmentprocedures leadto delayin
projectimplementation

Human resources

Lackof staff

Time [management]

Organisationskills on funding needsto be
improved

Operational managementin remote dtes
How to build organisational @pacity
Directory where to obtain/purchase
equipment and tools (baits, toxins,
pesticides)

Managemert skills

Irma Motua, Nick
Askew, Mareqeti Viti,
Coral Reef
Research
Foundation, Gilianne
Brodie, Alan Tye,
Brian Patrick, Pacific
Invasives Initiative,
Anne Gouni, Greg
Shetey, Jacqui
Evans [11]

Buildlocal capacity

Project management and evduation

Programme design (strategic planning)

Project devdopment and desgn (nvasive species,
consrvation)

Delivery of quality prgectsin a timelymanner
Mentoling oninvasive species management—including
on the job training in variousaspectsof Invadve
Spedes Mamgement

Including research programme in conservation
programme

Design training for projects

Dave Butler, Alan
Tye Brian
Patrick, Pacific
Invasives
Initiative, Anne
Gouni, Greg
Shetrey [6]
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Once the participants had communicated their information about their top three gaps and needs,
they were led in an exercise whereby they examined the existing list of capacity gaps that they
had communicated through their pre-conference questionnaires and were invited to make
addiions tothese lsts as well as identifying solutions to the gaps based on their thinking so far.

Leilani Duffy of Conservation International briefly summarised for the participants the
information that they had already provided in an earlier questionnaire (Annex 9 includes a copy
of this presentation). Posa Skelton, Souad Boudjelas and Alan Tye then also gave a
presentation about the Pacific Invasives Learning Network and the Pacific Invasives Iniatiative
which are two successful capacity-building programmes that have been operating in the Pacific
for some time (Annex 10 includes a copy of this presentation).

The lists of capacity gaps had been broken into 4 thematic areas w hichw ere:

1. Technical Skills (surveying, eradication, species recovery planning)
2. Poject Design, Management and Reporting

3. Working w ith Communities and Other Stakeholders

4. Other Capacity Gaps

Each thematic areaw as assigned a faciltator tasked w ith ensuring that the groups focussed on
conpleting the list of gaps and, more importantly, proposing solutions to these gaps. Grantees
were encouraged to explore ways they could support each other and pool resources to fill their

capacity gaps. Thefacilitators w ere also asked to pay attention for any new project ideas w hich
may be eligible for funding by CEPF’'s Small Grants Programme.

The participants circulated betw een the 4 thematic areas in groups of around 8 participants. The

result of their exercise w as a list of capacity gaps matched to ideas for solutions to these gaps.
These are presented in Tables 2to 5 below .
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Table 2. Technical Skills (surveying, eradication, species recovery planning) —Capacity Gaps and Proposed Solutions

Facilitator —Posa Skelton

Capacity Gap

Organisation with the
gap

Potential Solution

Organisations/individuals that can
solutions

provide

1. Common Theme: Bird and othe

r Species Suwveying

Species (bird) survey

Tonga Community
Development Trust

Engage local students Resarch —
long term.

One of the organisations to the right
to set up acourse?

NZ-Department of Conservation ,
BidLife Pacific,

University of the South Padfic,
USFWS,

USDA,

NWCR

Survey and capturetechnicques for
pigeons/ Capture techniques for
horeyeaters as wel as
recording/playback

David Butler Associaies
Ltd -Samoa

SPRH/BLI

Inventory monitoring of birds, Bird
Banding System (data recovery)

Marshall Islands
Conservation Society

SOP. MANU

Develop national systems

Work using an exiging system asa
basis(eg France , NZ)

Opportunity for funding from the

European Union

European Union IUCN - 1SSG
Also information can be obtained BLI
from the IUCN — ISSG

Invertebrate pest survey Ray Pierce, Eco The oganisationsto the right could USP,

Oceania Pty Ltd

provide training/mentoringin these
areas.

Palau National Mussum, CSIRO,
SPC Plant,

Landcare NZ,

Universities

PestNet,

Padil (Australia),

NZDoC
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Capacity Gap

Organisation with the
gap

Potential Solution

Organisations/individuals that can provide
solutions

Plant survey methods Joel Miles Edablish a database of experts, SPRH-Marika Tuiwawa
! " . i
Species(T axonomic) identification Craig Costion ?crgﬁggs&gﬁzf I\'I{lrt:(i)lggps)leand *!]L(J)SINNEGSSG
organisation to the right cauld helpto | PABITRA Initiative (Univerdty of Hawaii)
edablish this database.
Manne Taxonomy TIS Cl-Rapid Assessment Progmammes | Conservation Internatonal
(RAPS), CRRF(Coral Reef Research Foundation),
PeerLeaning, USP (Maline Department)
OBIS,
CRRF(Coral Reef Research
Foundation),
Marine-USP,
Identified experts
American iguana surveys and NFMV Expertin this arealisted tothe right USGS (Guam BT S) - James Stanford

eradication

2. Common Theme: IAS eradication

Technical training related to
eradication

Societe dOrnthologie
de Polynesie Manu

‘We wouldbe very interested to
share information with otherinvasive
species eradication projedsin the
region’

Jonathan Hall, Royal Society for the Protection
of Birds

Can give ome training in Mynah
eradication.

Gerald from Cook Idands Natural Heritage
Trust

CEPF hawe funded Durrelland
Samoa todo training in this,
sometime this year.

JilTKey, SPREP provided tis informatuon

Technical supportin eradication

Islands conservation

Pl

Eco Oceania

Pacific Expeditions
NZDOC

IUCN (Island speciic)
Landcare NZ
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Capacity Gap

Organisation with the
gap

Potential Solution

Organisations/individuals that can provide
solutions

Derek Brown
USFWS

USDA

USGS (Guam BTS)

We need toestablish a biocontrol
co-ordinator(s) for the Pacifc

Landcare Research
New Zealand Ltd

SPC or SPREP could be apossible
host for this position

SPC
SPREP

Blosecurity I raining

Islands

USGS (James Stanfor)
PII
SPC-LRD

Specincally or temestrial Inverts

USP({Gilan Brodie)

Marine

IUCN

Manne Invasives — Ballast Water
Management — legal and policy

SPREP (Tony Taloulr)

3. Common Theme: Species Reco

v ery Planning

Our project needs suitably
experienced people to be part of a
Recovery Group toenable the
Samoan swallowtai butterfly to be
returned to Samoa.First step is
writing a Recovery Plan, grow and
establish the larval food-plantin
strategic placesin Samoa, breed
andrelease the buterfly once
sufficient places and larval food-
plants are in place and established.
Then on-gang monitoring of the
success of the transfer

New Zealand Butterfly
Entemprises Ltd

Tonga Development Trust
recommends advertising
Expressions of Interest.

Madeline Bottril (another CEPF

Grantee) may be able to help with
monitoring and evaluation.

Tonga Dewlopment Trust

Madeline Bottril (m.bottrill@uq.edu.au))

Translocation and Re-Introduction of
Species

- Birds, turtle eggs

IUCN (Reintroduction Spedalists Group)-SSC,
NZ-DOC (lan Stringer),

Tim New of the La Trobe Uni Melbaurne,

San Diego Zoo,

Bidlife,

23




CEPF Mid-term Review Conference

Capacity Gap

Organisation with the
gap

Potential Solution

Organisations/individuals that can provide
solutions

Plants

NTBG (Hawaii),
SPREP (turtles)

Holistic Planning:

Support on wiite-up of Mule
(imperial pigeon) Recovery
Action Plan

Same support for other
species e.g Marine species

Marshall Islands
Consrvation Society

Butler-NZ System,
IUCN, SRG, ISSG,
NZ-DOC,

Bidlife,
SOP-Manu

Pronty species need list could be
fed in curiculum —for student
practise

USP

Traning Programme /COUTSe In
Recovery Planning

EXpenenced organisations. Nature Hji-
MaregetiViti, SPREP

Access to gecialists of relevant
species, who can assist either
through correspondence ora site
visit. We did this for both the Fiji
Flying Fox project and the Green
Iguana project. The experts site
visit provedto be very effective asit
helped us gather the relevant
scientific data

Fiji Nature Conservation
Trug (NatureFiji-

MaregetiVit), ), Te
Ipukarea Sodety

Sdution: a database orlist of
experts to contactfor assigance

-IUCN-SSC

- Birdlife

-RoundTable: Have collated a list of expertsin
threatened species(Helen Pippard)

- Experts from other Regions,
CEPF(Caribbean)

Need a publicationto show the main
plant biodiersity gaps.

PeerLeaming -Learning
exchanges, build capacity

Craig Costion,
University of Adelaide

Anne Gouni, SOP Manu
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Table 3. Project Design, Management and Reporting — Capacity Gaps and Proposed Solutions

Facilitator/Gate-keeper: Nick Askew

Capacity Gap

Organisationwith the
gap

Potential Solution

Common Theme: Projectdesign and management

Financial and techncal reporting
and compliance with CEPF rules

Most grantees!

There wllbe a presentation dunng the conference by CEPF on this

Presentation from John Watkin given on Day 1 useful. Male available onlire (see
Annexes 4 & 8 of current document)

Add comments to excel reportsinto small grants.

Produce an idiotsguide toreporting and FAQs to help grantees. [Potential project -
but see current FAQ on CEPF web site (copied asAnnex 17 below)].

Produce case studes on best practice reporting. [Potential project].

Cl/ CEPFto sendlessonslearnt 2 monthsbefore reporting deadline to act as
reminder and showbest practice to grantees.

Conservation managementplanning
— interestedin lesson s learned from

elsewhere

Palau Conservation
Society

Improve mechanians for sharing reports —low resolution etc.

Set up exchange /secondment programmes (linksto other gaps— e.g. buddy system)
[Potential project].

Suggestion from Jll Key (SPREP): Regioral conservation or similar (eg PILN) meeing
could address this?

Bullding conservation strategy for
species with the construction of
dedsion trees

SOP Manu

PCS can help (Anu Gupta)

Birdlife International Fundraising handbookvery useful (a mpy wasgiven to each of
the participants).

Nick Askew’s training tomorrow will help (Day 3 Session 7).
Need for dedicated Fundraising workshopsto take projectsforwards.

Start a fundraising networkwithin hhe Paciic to support and share knowledge
[Potential project].

Durrell can help and can provide taining in French through ISLA scheme.

Suggestion fom Jll Key (SPREP): Durrell do this, could do training. They are planning
francophone ISLA course but have no money
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Capacity Gap

Organisationw ith the
gap

Potential Solution

Common Theme: Projectdesign and management

I would like some training 1n keeping
our activities sustainable and long
term and building this into our
planning

Regional Pacific Office
IUCN/SSC Invasive
Spedes Spedalist
Group (Auckland
Uniservices Ltd). ), Te

Toreviewthe costs and benefits of runningadvertising on website to genemte core
income for the prgect. Nick Askew/ BL tohelp. Could be applied to other
omanizations. [Potential project].

Suggestion from JIl Key (SPREP): a regional peerleaming conservation strategies
conference?

Ipukarea Sodety
Project Management — trainng 1n NatureFij- Potential project. Need 10 review existing training gpporunties, €.g.
key elements of managing aproject Mareqe MVt

Conservation et
Restauration des

lles de Polynesie
The Nature
Conservancy -
Microneda
Programme

Royal Society for the
Protection of Birds
IUCN Oceania
National Trust of Fiji
University of
Adelaide

Te Ipukarea Society
Inc

SOP Manu

Tonga Community
Development Trust
USP

Birdlife International
Pacific Programme
SPREP

Existing in-country training in Fji-TPAF
Many GEF prgects have capacity-buildng elements (Greg Sheiley)

Dave Butler —some PIP members might be able to helpfor AIS work, but also to
provide links to experts for non-AlS work. Have email list of 600 people.

Micronesia in Conservation.
Madeline Bottril and/or Nicola Thomson could provide for training

Potential project: Greg Sherley —used to manage NZDOC Buddy System which
couldbe resurected.

Unitech & Conservation Leadership Programmes good for future leaders.

Packard Foundation currentlyhas grants for review of management processe s.
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Table 4. Workingw ith Communities and Other Stakeholders — Capacity Gaps and Proposed Solutions

Facilitator/Gate-keeper: Leilani Duffy

Capacity Gap

Organisation with
the gap

Potential Solution

Who/Organisation
can offer a solution

Common Theme: Working with Communities

Working with local communtesto ensure long-
term sustainability of conservation management

Understandng communitiesneeds, Cultural values
andviews

Assssing what communifes are getting out of
these projects

David Butler
Associates Ltd

Joel Miles

Claudia Sobrevila
(World Bank)

Depends on Site / Locations

Review and assesscurrent Community
Conservation Actions

Working with local authorities (district /
Provincial/ Traditional) and maintain constant
communication

SPREP/UCN

Birdlife International

Case dudies/Modelsof Marine Managed Areas to
Terredrial systems

LMMA/ CEE, SPC,
IUCN

JITKeyfrom SPREP: do we need a regonal peer-
learning meeting on conservation strategies?

Key elements/tips on conducting efective Fiji Nature Network of Site support Group BirdLife
community workshops/awareness Conservation Trust Engage Development Partners FSPI1/ ClI
(NatureFiji- Basic Survey Techniques— Turtles SPREP
Maregeti Viti) NFMV
Focus on Community needs/ knowng someone in | SOP Manu Community networks from different islands SOP Manu
the community Buyingtools/ equipment for communities before NFMV
engaging in prgects
Innovative mechanisms to assist our newlyformed | Fiji Nature - Project site Exchange SPREP /BirdLife
Fiji Petrel volunteer scheme which has the Conservation Trust - Community learning Exchange CSP /MIC
objective of betterintegrating our 16 village (NatureFiji- - Community netwotks from differentislands
communities into the project and gaining their Maregeti Viti) - Development of threatened speciesnetwork Pacific Roundtable/

support

(terrestrial)

- Replicate activitiesin different communities

- JillKey from SPREP suggestion: Peerlearning
with an effective project?

IUCN
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Common Theme: Networkingand Partnershi

Tangible support to establish and maintain
internationa networks that integrate
complemertary initiatives

S
Coral Reef Resarch
Foundation

Dave Butler

PILN

Threaened Species Network (Terrestrial) -
roundtable

Pacific Round table,
SPREP, IUCN,
GLISPA,ISSG, ClI

Networkingand developinglong term partnerships

Tonga Community
Development Trust

Jean-Yves Meyer

PILN

Database for dl NGOgdorganisations with contact
details what they do, etc.

IUCN, SPREP, Cl

(CEPF), ISSG,
Pacific Roundtable,

Pll, PIP,and MIC

Dealing wihh governrments

When project crosses several government
departments it’s difficult to keep all in the loop

USP - Fji Land
SnailsProject

Joint planning, local roundtable meetings

Provide structure (e.g. NBSAP, CITES group);

appoint govt. repsto sitin relevant stakeholders
fora

Use these entities to involve government
representatives

Jill Keyfrom SPREP: a regional peer-learning
meeting on conservation strategies?

PCS — Anu Gupta

Pacific Roundtable,
SPREP and IUCN

Dealing wh media

USP — Hji Land
SnailsProject

Does terrestrial conservation sector need a
SEAWEB equivalent (.e. LANDWEB)?

Taskforce (e.g. Invasive species)

Media Training (consewvation, threatened species,
invasives)

Cl canassist CEPF grantees with media press
releases

Jill Keyfrom SPREP: SPREP do medialiteracy
training

SEAWEB/ SPREP
—roundtable / SPC /
USP / Cl- HQ
through
communications

group
Joel Miles
SPREP
a

TIS — Jacqui Evans

Inventory of ecosygems in the Pacific region

Cl, The Nature
Conservancy (TNC),
IUCN

Conduct an inwentory of ecosygems inthe Pacific
region

ISSG / Cl-Padific
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Table 5. Other Capacity Gaps and Proposed Solutions

Facilitator/Gate-keeper: Easter Galuvao

Capacity Gap

Organisation
with the gap

Potential Solution

Fund raising Opportunities

Fundraising to achieve sustainable funding after
the CEPF project ends

Most grantees

SPC/ SPREP Joint Countty Strategy as a process to reflect biodiversity
projects for funding

Micronesian Challenge Trust Fund as an example of an existing financing
mechanism that can fund biodiverdty initiatives for Micronesian countiies,

GEF 5 — STAR and GEF National Priolitization Formulation Exercie — Get
involved in the GEF5 National Prioitization Process and ensure key
biodiversity priorities are adequately reflected in the National GEF5 priorities.
Getin touch with your National GEF Operational Focal Points for more
information.

USFS (Micronesia),

LifeWeb (POWPA) Finandng Roundtable for Protected Areas. SPREP, in
collaboration with LifeWeb, will be conducing a Financing RoundT &ble for
Protected Areas in October. Thisisan avenue for CEPF grantees to link up
with.

CBD Strategy for Resource Mobilization isanotherimportant strategic process
which provides anavenue for CEPF grantees to identify and incorporate their
biodiversity priorities into the national Straegies for Resource Mobiization

Proposal development and report witing

CEPF grantees and NGOsto check out the following training opportunities
available to assist with prgect proposal and report witing ills:
GEF Country Support Programme
AusAID in-country training
PCS Peerto Peersupport
Manual/CD of successful proposals

Develop aproposal for CEPF Small Grantsto undertake the training in
proposal development and report witing

Communication, advocacy and media
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Capacity Gap

Organisation
with the gap

Potential Solution

Promoting your prgect andits findings to a
broader audience

Most grantees

Develop and implement communication strategiesand incorporate these as
one of the key activities for all CEPF-funded projeds

Us the fdlowing existing platforms, portals and networks to dissemination
CEPF prgect results:

CEPF Small Grants — Lesons Learnt series

PILN sound bites

SPREP digest, Pacific Envirnment Information Network (PEIN)
Newsletters and websites

Pl Newsletter and website

Seek IT advice on website development

Develop and produce merchandise for CEPF projects as part of your
promotional activiies

I would be happy tohave support inpromoting Regiond Make sure you jointhe communicaions clinic on Day 3.
the projectand ourwork to other CEPF regional | Pacific Office . ] : .
inifatives. Since the work we do is for a global IUCN/SSC Jill Kfey from SPREP: .Use PILN .+do we need a regonal peer-learning
audence and is focused on sharinglessons Invasive meeting on conservaton strategies?
!earned .and experiencgs, I_his will play a vitai-role Spec@e.s Other potential for supportindude:
in us being more effective inthe work we doin Spedcialist
the Pacificand to the widerglobal audience Group SOPAC, CCL PIR, GIZ
(Auckand Sione, Dick, Mike and Anne
Uniservices o ]
Ltd) Merchandising — Dick
Keeping track of cdleaguedexpertsas they Use PILN and ISSG — for invasive and others
move between jobs . . . -
Develop a “Skll register” as an activity of the Pacific Island Round T able
for Nature Conservation
Developing community-based toolkits and TIS, Manu Use existing toolkits and manuals

manuals (locally appropriate)

Use the CEPFSmall Grant tocompile and develop todkits for ecific
areaswhich are considered asmajor gaps

Identify a locd cultural liaison focal point to provide advice and guidance
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Capacity Gap

Organisation
with the gap

Potential Solution

on culural protocols

Need for more Pacific Island taxonomists

Recognise and provide sponsorship and scholarships for Paciic Island
para-taxonomists/experts

Creating/producing a video about Pacffic Island taxonomy to raise
awareness on taxonomy

Explore the IUCN (Red List) group, reinvigorated PACINET asa possible
idea, and promote taxonomy at regiond/intergovernmental meetings

Lack of understanding and support by political

decision makers

CRIP

Promote Peerlearning for example where community leaders fom an
active community share their experiences withcommunities that are
currently neither active nor committed to conservation work

Use the Forum Leaders meeting as anavenue to discuss conservation
issues Perhaps a role for the Forum Secretariat

Undertake Social Marketing (Cost benefit analysis) on invasive species

includng other key biadiversity prioiities and share the findingsand
outcomes with politica leadersand decision makers

Technical assistance

ASESSINg change In graniees invasve spedaes Pacafic Madeine Boiirl — M&E
management capadty :Qﬁﬁf Approach the AUSTRAL Foundation (PIP Member — Annette Lees)
) El\ﬁljlijr?mg the effectiveness of capaaty Conduct an Independent evaluation of the impacts / effectiveness CEPF capacity
9 building and use the CEPF Small Grants to dothis
Watershed assessment, runoff prevention from The Naure Techncal assistance to secure from the following organizations
agifcultural practices, and buffering riparianareas | Conservancy — SPC?
Micronesia ’
Programme Landcare?
TIS

NRCS (Micronesia Challenge)

SPC (Technial assistance)
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Capacity Gap

Organisation
with the gap

Potential Solution

USFS, TNC, CI, BLI, IUCN, IAS/ USP

Technical support for translation of French and

Te manaote

French-English Translation Services?

Tahitian supports (movies, workbooks, etc) moana — CEPF d t materials / s in French (SPREP t i<t with
realized duiing the project in Englishlanguage French translaﬁg(nas aNci::ﬁTm;ena s/reportsin French ( oassstwi
(for dissemination by CEPF) Polynesa - y
Use the IUCN French Committee
Need to understand more what ‘Gap analyss Palau _ POWPA Gap Analysis(JamesAtherton to share Samoan POWPA Gap
means, if possible’ Conservation Analysis repott)
Society
Impementng new requirements under the CBD - | Palau The following are initiatives inthe pipeline that will provide guidance and
pariculady how it links to current investment Conservation support on CBD prioriies:
programs Soaety NBSAP Capacity-Buildng workshops
GEF =t aside fundsisavailade to countries to review their NBSAPs. Get
in touch with your national CBD focal points and NBSAP Coordnators for
moreinformaion
UNEP MEA project - SPREP/ UNEP
SPREP isliaigng cosly with the CBD Secretariat on the NBSAP workshop
Analysing and interpreting dimate diange data Conduct a Training workshop to
- Communicate with existing Climate Change projects to identify common
problems/solutions
- U= Project posters from aurrent workshop to showcase activity in
conservation areas
- Funding for the workshop could be securedfrom an existing cimate change
project orthrough a CEPF small Grant
Otherpotential sources of support:
USP, SPREP,SPC and others
Reliable renewable energy supply [¢]] Explore and find out more iInformation on Renewable energy possibly from SPC,

SPREP, GIZ and others
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4.1 CEPFGrant Management Process meeting (Output 4.1)

On the evening of Day 2 a meeting was held between CEPF, Cl and grantees that had
requested in their pre-corference questionnaire that they w ould like to discuss specfic aspects
of the grant management process that could be improved. This meeting w as held and full and
frank discussion enabled these matters to be discussed in detail. This also provided the
opportunity for CEPF and CI RIT to give detailed answ ers and explanations inrelation to various
aspects of the grant management process. The upshot from the meeting was that increased
communication betw een all parties would improve the grant managenent process. The group
deemed that it was not necessary to minute the meeting but were satisfied that the conference
output 4.1 (refer Section 1.2) had been addressed, i.e. ‘CEPF and grantees to have agreed on
improvements to the grant management process in terms of how the communicate and
coordinate’.

5 Day 3 Records

The aim of Day 3 was to facus on addressing the grantees’ top tw o priority capacity gaps —
fundraising and communications and to provide some targeted capacity building in these tw o
areas. The Day also aimed to agree on aw ay forward post-corference in terms of improving
theway CEPF, Cl and the grantees w orktogether and enhancing their capacity to jointly deliver
and communicate conservation results. Day 3 alko aimed to provide the grantees w ith the
opportunity to showcase their projects and proposals to other donors. Unfortunately few donors
were able to attend the meeting.

5.1 Informationabout Funding Opportunities relevant to CEPF grantees

Day 3 began with a series of presentations to inform the grantees about funding opportunities
beyond the CEPF progamme. The partcipants w ere advised that the information provided in

the presentations would be useful for the capacity-building exercises in the afternoon. The
presentations w ere:

Presentation: Funding Opportunities for Conservation in the Pacific Region — GEF PAS,
GEF 5 and some general pointers on fundraising. Greg Shirley, UNEP (refer Annex 11
for acopy of this presentation)

Presentation:. GEF Small Grants programme, Katariha Atalifo, GEF Small Grants
Programme (refer Annex 12 for a copy of this presentation)

Presentation: Save our Species Programme, Valerie Hckey, World Bank (refer Annex
13 for notes of key points made during this presentation)

During the plenary discussion after these presentations the follow ing key points w ere made:

Talkto GEFfocal points inyour country —get to know this person if you are interested in

securing GEF funding or being better nformed about GEF funded activities in your
country.

Also checkthis website www .thegef.org

SPREP leads the follow ing GEF5 funded projects, if you are interested in these projects,
then get in touch with Joe Stanley at SPREP (joes@sprep.org):
o0 POPS, Hazardous and Solid Waste Manage ment
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0 Micronesia Challenge (ETFs — sustainable funding mechanis m)

o0 Pacffic IAS project

0 Integrated Biodiversity Conservation Project (4 countries - Tuvalu, Cook Islands,
Nauru, Tonga)

0 Kiribati — Phoenix Island Protected Area project

5.2 Capacity Building Clinics (Output 2.2)

The afternoon of Day 3 w a spentin tw o clinics that focussed on the ‘top tw 0’ capacity gaps that
were identified by almost all CEPF grantees in their pre-conference questionnaire, these gaps

were:

Fundraising
Communications/PR for projects to a broader audience

Tw o experts in the field w ere enlisted in the w orkshop to lead these tw o clinics, they were:

Nick Askew, Fundraising Coordinator fromBirdlife International, Suva
Ashwini Prabha-Leopold, Communications Consultant, Suva

Participants had been asked to select w hich clinic they would like to join at registration on Day 1
and the experts had taken the opportunity during breaks on Days 1 and 2 to talk in more detalil
with each o their 'students’ about w hat they fel their specific capacity gaps were. The clinics
began with a presentaton from each of the experts about the ‘Dos and Don'ts’ of
communications and fundraising respectively (Their presentations are included in Annexes 14
and 15). The experts then lead their groups in a training activity. The communications group
developed a comrmunication strategy and a series of 5-minute performances that they could
carry-out in plenary for a ‘panel of experts’w hichw ould then provide feedback The fundraising
group did the equivalent for a series of new project concepts.

5.3 Where to from here

James Atherton gave a presentation to the participants on w hat next steps Cland CEPF w ould
take in relation to the results of the conference (Annex 16).

The key next steps he noted are:

 RIT and partners to write up meeting proceedings, circulate for comment, revise then
pubish

e Grantees to consider how they will apply their lessons learned and fill capacity gaps

* A small grant call for proposals to be held in September 2011- to target gap filling incl.
capacity gaps identified at this conference

« CEPF and RIT to expedite contracting for remaining approved grants
 RITto continue publishing and disseminating lessons learned documents
« A CEPF terminal evaluation conference to be held in February or March 2013

e CI Pacific to continue to look for donor opportunities to continue a funding programme
post2013; grantees encouraged to do the same for their projects

Closing remarks were them made by: James Atherton, John Watkin, CEPF and Claudia
Sobrevila of the World Bank.
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6 Summary

A wide array of projects are being undertaken across the region, by diverse partners, under the
CEPF banner, many of w hich are identified on the CEPF Polynesia Micronesiaw ebsite.

6.1 Lessons Learned

Note that a key issue here should be not so much Lessons Learned, but that lessons learned
needto be applied to relevant future projects.

Working with Communities and other Stakeholders.

Identify Communities & Stakeholders at the outset, and expect to spend considerable
time engaging w ith them. Need to develop strong partnerships to improve chances of a
long-term, sustainable, conservation programme

Need to consider project sustainability from the outset. Focus onw ays of ensuring that
the work, on the ground, can continue even w ith no/minimal financial inputs

Very important that local communities are acknowledged for their part in the project, that
reporting and dissemination of information is presented in differentways, to ensure that

they can be presented thatis most relevant to each of the communities and other
stakeholders

Project Design

NGOs can lack the capacity to effectively implement and manage projects. This is a key
problem. NGOs tend to be very good at identifying problems and deter mining solutions, but
maybe less good at identifying realistic timeframes and providing sufficient capacity to deliver
those solutions. So, in order to reduce these problems, when thinking about projects
BE REALISTIC not OVER A mbitious
Set SMART objectives (Specific, Measurable, Actionable, Relevant and Time-bou nd)
Log frames can be a useful tool for realistic project planning. While the can initially
appear daunting, it is w orth taking the time to getto understand w hat they are trying to

achieve

Communications.

EFFECTIV E Comnunication involves imparting information that produces a change of
response by another party. This can be seen to be the most important component of a

project. Yetitis often the part that gets dropped from a project if funds become tig ht
There are avariety of means of communicating. Do not just focus on presentations,
posters or reports (although these can be very effective). Look at other opportunities.

Constant communication with the fund providers (in this case both CEPF and RIT) by
grantees is a must. Not only does it maintain good relations, but there is lot of

information/know ledge that the fund providers can extend
Consider ways to nmeasure the impact of communication plans
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6.2 Priority capacity needskequirements.

Assessments based on questionnaires split the requirements into 3 levels of need.
High - Fundraising, methods to achieve sustainable funding after the CEPF
Medium — Technical support to achieve project objectives

Medium — Fnancial and technical reporting and compliance w ith funders rules.
Medium — Fromoting project and is findings

Low — Project manage ment.

The capacity needs represented by ‘technical support’ w as further split into a number of sub-

headings
. Technical skills, such as survey work, recovery plans, efc.

IAS techniques

Communication

Community and stakeholder involvement

Co-ordination

A number of grantees/partners felt that they could provide support and assistance, or that they
knew of mechanis ms w ithin the region that could fill many of these capacity gaps. In addition a
range of possible solutions for remedying some of the capacity gapsw ere identified. Some of
these w ill be taken forward as proposals at the next callfor applications for funding.

Note that, within the region, the Pacific Islands Nature Conservation Roundtable provides a
forum for this kind of exchange of information. Currently, however, many of the grantees had

little or no involvement in that forum. This might be worth discussing at the next PIRT in July
2011

6.3 Fundraising and Communication skills.

Attendees had an opportunity to take part in a ‘taster’ session for programmes that might
involved developing fundraising expertise w ithin grantee organisations, and also comnunicaton
skills for individuak to best present their project findings, etc. Workshops designed to give
grantees opportunities to develop some aspects of the key requirements w ere organised.
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7 Specific Recommendations

7.1

Invasives.

More surveys of more islands are required in order to identify the presence of both
invasive species and native biodiversity. Specifically include surveys inthe Southern
Line Islands

An assessment of sland eradication priorities for Polynesia simiar to that done by Island
Conservation for Mcronesia

7.2 Communications

Produce a manual to provide best practice on how to communicate conservation
projects in the Pacffic.

There is a need to better communicate the NBSAP activities to wider communties in the
Pacffic.

7.3 Capacity-building.

Produce case studies showing best practice reporting.

Set up exchange/secondment programmes (links to other gaps — e.g. buddy system)
particularly for discussions regarding conservation planning.

Start a fundraising netw orkw ithin the Pacific to support and share knowledge.

Review the costs and benefits of running advertising on w ebsites to generate core
income for the project.

Review the availability of existing training opportunities across the region.

Resurrect the NZDOC buddy system

Review and assesscurrent Community Conservation Actions to identify
recommendations for best practice.

Compare and contrast models of Marine Managed Areasw ith Terrestrial Community
Conservation systems, and ide ntify exanples of best practice that might transfer from
one environment to the other.

Develop a proposal for CEPF Small Grants to provide training in proposal develop ment
and reportwriting generally.

Undertake Social Marketing (Cost benefit analysis) on invasive species including other
key biodiversity priorities and share the findings and outcomes with poitical leaders and
decision makers

Conduct an Independent evaluation of the impacts / effectiveness of CEPF capacity
building and use the CEPF Small Grants to do this
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Annex 2 — Conference Agenda

Sunday, June 5
799,

; 89,
& <4
%
C<< 4
ar<
c?9 1
Co< 8
>0 <
4
>:< )
>[h< )
GH
<5< )
GH
<K< &
<9379 *
<A3/9
<39 *

3

%&b

%

$ #
&' 5< : =
> 4 ).) + ,
3
) 7
1 & % @ #$
% - . & - @
% 6 @
@ |
& 6 @
6
)
) + @ 4 E 8 @ #
)-) E
] ) 6
) :
4 )
$
4 $@ - E

41



CEPF Mid-term Review Conference

%

<377 "3 , 8
3 D
!
$ 6 @& 4

? 8 3 !
AX9 "8 , % $A38 ,
AR7 "3 , % $AF8%

@ 4
Vs C

D9 I %
[DED?) AD" % , , $
B<7 ) 8. , )

@ 4 , E 6 G

GH
73X7

% 6 ;
730
=30 HPO, , 4 (¢ 2A*?7-? %? .
& 5A@% : ;
& A4 >, -
4 )
%
<< 1 $ , 2 4 3
CRo * 8 )
C3< ( s @& A 4
><<  DA) 8 4 ,
' I @ >3

>:< (DED) > )

@ (- ) ((
> < DB , > 8 , ,

0

42



%

<K

;<99

v 9<

T<<
= <<

=<

=7<

%

<<
> <<

> <

>

T< <<
;< <9

%

CEPF Mid-term Review Conference

$ , , $
3
%
3 %
& 5D@
, 4 4 4 $
% 3
8.
@ )+ .7
8 *
8 &). Ny
8% R & 66
8 @ & 6

&

66

#

4 %

%

%

43



%

1<
? <<
? <<

?:9

BB/ @
739

; 39,

%

CEPF Mid-term Review Conference

%

(A

4

O

44



CEPF Mid-term Review Conference

Annex 3 — Opening ceremony.

Opening Speech by Hon. Samuela Saumatua, Minister for Locad
Government, Urban Development, Housing and Environment

Ladies and Gentlemen, good morning and bula vinaka to the Executive Director of Conservation
Intemational's Pacffic Islands Programin Samoa and his colleagues from Washington DC, to all
the CEPF grantees, to those representing UNDP and the World Bank as donors to the CEPF, to
members of the Technical Advisory Group and to all other distinguished participants and
observers. L is my pleasure to w elcome you to this important meeting- the Mid- Term Review of
the CEPF investment in the Polynesia-Micronesia hotspot. Bula vinaka again and a warm
welcome to Fiji on behalf of my Government to all of you, especially those who are visiting our
beautiful islands for the first time.

The objective of this Mid- Term Review is for CEPF grantees to share experiences and lessons
learned from their projects so far. Such lessons, both good and bad, are of mmense value for
the broader consewation community in the Pacific, both immediately and also beyond the term
of this 5 year CEPF investment.

This Meeting is also an important opportunity to identify priority capacity needs for conservation
projects and also for CEPF, CI Pacific and their partners to assess investment gaps in the
CEPF project portfolio and to determine how to fill those gaps. | understand that the main
strength of the CEPF program in this region has been the development of strong partnerships
between conservation colleagues in NGOs, the education sector and governments.

My Government takes its commitments to biodiversity, conservation and the environment very
seriously. The three focal areas in your programme, Invasive Alien Species, Priority Sites and
Species conservation are very much in line w ith the Fiji Government’s concerns and efforts.

The Fiji Government has established a Bio-Security Unit to tackle problens that arise with
Invasive Alien Species. So | am encouraged that the National Trust for Fji and Nature Fiji

MaregetiViti are using CEPF funds to w ak in partnership w ith the Unit on the threat posed by
American Iguanas, for example.

Similarly, the Fiji Government has set up a Protected Areas Committee to address some of the

expectations of the Programme of Work for Protected Areas as indicated by the Convention on
Biodiversity. Again, the National Trust for Fiji leads on this project but | know that several

partners in this room are taking an active part in pursuing the Committee’s objectives. Clearly,

there are a number of issues with the concept of Protected Areas here in the Pacific. | hope
and anticipate that the conclusions fromthe Protected Area Committee will be helpful not just

for Hiji but for other countries in the Pacific regionas w ell.

In looking at the projects that have been funded by CEPF to date, | note that more than
US$700,000 has so far been allocated to nine projects in Fiji. Grantees include
Nature Fiji/ MaregetiViti, National Trust for Fiji, USP and BirdLife Pacific. |1 am encouraged that
each and every one of these projects addresses issues covered in Fiji's NBSAP. To those of
youw ho have come from outside of Fiji, | apologise for taking so much of the available funds.
To those of you from Fiji, well done and keep up the good w ork!
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I have looked through the agenda and amimpressed with the extent tow hichit is clearly aimed
at providing an opportunity to develop the skills and capacity required for both you, the
attendees, and for other interested parties to continue the w orkto pronote conservation and the
environment in the Pacific and for the Pacific. 1commend the Conservation hternational team
for providing the resources to undertake this programme and the various parties, in particular
BirdLife International, for bringing together attendees from across the region.

| note that you have a lot on the agenda so, without further ado, it is now my great pleasure to
declare the Meeting open. Vinaka vaka levu for providing me w ith the opportunity to do so.

Response from the Executive Director, Cl Pacific, Michael Donoghue.

Thank you for those w elcoming kind w ords, Minister. You do us a great honour by opening our
meeting.

As the new Executive Director of the Conservation International Pacffic Islands Programme, |
am very pleased that the location for this meeting is Lami, where we are engaged in a

collaboration w ith SPREP on a project involving ecosystem-based adaptation to climate change.
| w ant to sincerely thank the teamat the Bird Life International Pacific Partnership for helping to

coordinate this meeting and for dealing with all the complex logistics involved in gettng 30 odd
participants safely here to Fiji. In particular 1 would like to thank Don and Mark from Bird Life
and Nicky, from Environment Consultants Fiji, w ho will be our facilitator for the next few days. I'd
also like to acknowledge the efforts of James, Leilani and Siniva from the Cl office in Samoa in
preparing for this meeting

| would like to provide some background on the Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund’s
investment in the Pacific Islands region. CEPF is a global conservation fund for conservation in

terrestrial biodiversity hotspots - its funds are administered by Conservation International on

behalf of the 6 global donors, namely the World Bank, the Government of France (through
AFD), the Government of Japan, the MacArthur Foundation, the GEF and Cl itself.

The Polynesia- Micronesia hotspot is one of 34 global terrestrial biodiversity hotspots, w here
high levels of biodiversity are coupled with high levek of threat. The Polynesia-Mcronesia

hotspot is notorious for losing nore species to extinction in recent times than any other
biodiversity hotspot in the world.

The $6 milion USD CEPF fund was launched for the PFolynesia-Micronesia hotspot in

September 2008 and willend in April 2013. The main purpose of the fund i to catalyse key
actions to safeguard critcally threatened terrestrial species and sites. Since the launch,

approximately 4.3 milion USD has been committed to 58 projects. About $1.7 million USD is
still to be alocated. Thus this conference is an excellent opportunity to take stock of progress
and to focus on using the remaining time and funds in the most effective way possible.

Cl Pacific has been continually involved since the very beginning of CEPF’s investment in the
Pacific in 2003, when preparation of the investment strategy or ecosystem profie for the
Polynesia- Micronesia hotspot began; through the securing of GEF focal point endorsements
from 14 countries in the region from 2005- 2007; to w orking with CEPF to manage a $1 million
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USD funding program in 2006 on invasive species management; and the launch of the full five
year CEPFinvestment in 2008.

The CEPF program is one of Cl Pacific’s most important programs, because it funds
critical conservation action that wouldn’t otherwise happen. We thank CEPF for having the
confidence in us to help them manage the funding program in this region.

As noted by the Honorable Minister, sharing our experiences and lessons learned is of great
value to all of us as conservation professionals. We consider that it is critical to make such
lessons learned — be they good, bad or ugly - available to a broad audience. -

With this in mind CI Pacific is publishing a series of lessons learned repors for many of the
CEPF and CI Pacific funded biodiversity conservation projects. We are formally launching the
first 10 reports today, and they are all on display here on the side. We will continue to publsh
these reports in the remaining years of the program.

Honorable Minister, you also noted the need for capacity and investment gaps in the CEPF
project portfolio to be identified and w e hope that this conference wiill provide ideas on how to fill
such gaps and also how toimprove our support to grantees.

Iw ould like to briefly clarify Cl Pacific's role in the management of CEPF funds in this region, as
I am aw are that there has been some confusion about this in the past.

In regions such as Polynesia —Micronesia, CEPF funds are managed as a partnership betw een
CEPF and in-region entties called Regional Implementation Teams, or RITs. RITs are
partnerships of conservation organizations w ho help review and assess funding applications
and provide technical advice to grantees to help them develop and implement ther projects;
they bring local know ledge and in-region ow nership to the CEPF grant management program.

In this region, the RIT is administered by CI Pacific and includes SPREP, Bird Life Pacific, USP,

UNEP, the Pacific Invasives Partnership, the Micronesia Conservation Trust and others. | want
to take this opportunity to thank our RIT partners for their significant contributions and ongoing

commitment to help us manage this funding program to the highest possible standard.

Most importantly 1w ant to congratulate you, the CEPF grantees, for the tremendous w ork you
have been doing over the past few years to safeguard this region’s unique biodiversity. You,
and the organisations you represent, have been responsible for many significant achieve ments,
including eradicating rats or other invasive vertebrates from a number of islands; successfully
managing other invasives such as weeds, goats or macaques in key sites; improving our
knowledge of threatened hirds, plants, reptiles, mammals, butterflies and land snails, including
the development and implementation of nhumerous threatened species recovery plans; and also
improving the management of many key consewation areas and sites. In most cases you have
built strong and enduring partnerships with the local community and with national government
departments to implement these complex projects. You will be able to hear all about these
successes over the coming days from your colleagues here.

In conclusion | wish you all a very usefuland informative meeting with lots of interesting

discussion and debate and sharing of experiences and lessons learned. We want the meeting to
be informal and as useful to you as possible, so please don't be shy and don't be afraid to ask

lots of questions.
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Finally, Minister, thank you again for joining us here this morning, and | have great pleasure in
presenting you wih the first in the biodiversity conservation lessons learned series, which
appropriately is a conservation plan for a Fijian species, in this case the rare and beautiful Fiji

flying fox or Mirimiri from Taveuni.

Vinaka vakalevu.
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Annex 4 — Presentation: Managing CEPF projects —aview from

Washington, John Watkin, CEPF

Managing CEPF projects: a view
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Annex 5 — Presentation: CEPF Polynesia-Micronesia Overview /
History, James Atherton, Conservation International
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Annex 6 — Presentation: Gap Analysis of the CEPF investment
programme in the Polynesia-Micronesia hotspot and future grant
funding opportunities, Leilani Duffy, Conservation International
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Conclusion - way forward

« Cl-Pacific RIT has achssved many succesies for
the CEFF programeme;

« Grant portfolio is on target for achieving
milestones as set out in the propect doc e+

= Supporting 48 country specific projects in
1TPICE and 10 Regianal prajpes;

w Cl-Pacific RIT in partrerdhip with CEPF expects
to commit | dmillion;

« This mad -term evaluation i3 very critical for the
RIT :becuuse the outcemes will thape the

P

QUESTION TIME

Small Grants Reporting Tips

+ Project duration - abways give yoursalf
enpugh tirms to carry out the progect to avoed
sxtEnsions

» Foreign exchange rates - abways uied the
rates given by your local bank on the date
youu receive funds from C

¢ All fumds must be spent within the timeframe
of 1he prajec

» Know your #xpenie calegories

e
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Annex 7 - Presentation: A summary of the lessons learned from
feedback and reports already received from CEPF grantees, James
Atherton, Conservation International
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Annex 8 - Presentation: Financial and Technical Reporting to CEPF —
an overview and tips (do’s and dont’s). John Watkin.
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Annex 9 - Overview of the findings of the Capacity Assessment
Questionnaire, Leilani Duffy, Conservation International
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Annex 10 - Capacity-building Opportunities in the Context of the
Pacific region — PILN and PIl, Posa Skelton, Souad Boudjelas and
Alan Tye, SPREP
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Annex 11 - Presentation: Funding Opportunities for Conservation in
the Pacific Region — GEF PAS, GEF 5 and some general pointers on
fundraising. Dr Greg Sherley, UNEP
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Annex 12 - Presentation: GEF Small Grants programme, Katarina
Atalifo, UNDP
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Annex 13 — Notes from Presentation: Save our Species Programme,
Valerie Hickey, World Bank

Same application format as CEPF — contact IUCN before you write
up proposal
Private-sector funded (species-related BRANDS)
IUCN-managed (IUCN SSG vetted)
Rapid grant — anything on Red List
0 <$25K
o Decision (yes/no) in one month
o 12 month project timeframe
Birds - $25-100K for two years

CALL FOR PROPOSALS DUE NEXT WEEK!

o $10M USD
o Closes mid-July

Categories of fauna where funding is available:
o Asian / African Mammals
o Threatened amphibians
o Critically Endangered birds

Excluding French territories

Next Donor Council Meeting 6 months
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Annex 14— Presentation: The Do’s and Don’ts of Fundraising, Nick
Askew, Birdlife Interational
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Annex 15 - Presentation: The Do’s and Don’ts of Communications,
Ashwini Prabha-Leopold, Communications Consultant, Suva
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Annex 16 — Presentation: Where to from Here, James Atherton,
Conservation International
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9 Annex17. Frequently Asked Questions for Current CEPF
Grantees.
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| have underspett inthe Suppliesline item, andwould like to re-allocae some of thesefunds to the
Salariesline item, wherel haveoverspert. Isthispermitted?............cccoeeiiiiiii e 89
The exchange ra e has changed and has significantly reduced the value of my CEPF funds. Can |
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My grantisclosng. Can | apply for morefunds?........ ... 90
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How come the Grant Writer daa file you sent me won’t open? | double-click on the file and a
window appearsprompting meto select a program from alid.......coceeueiiiis 90
I can’'t seem to open a data filesent by someone for meto review. | try opening it in Grant Writer
and | g& amessage about this“not beinga valid Grant Writer file”. Whd do | do?..................... 90
Do | hareto beonline (connectedto thelnternet) in order to work in Grant Writer?........ccccceuvnn 90
How can | stat a new proposal in Grant Writer? | see an optionfor opening an exiding project, but
NOt aN OPLION O CrEALE ANEW ONE.... ..o ee e e e s e s s s s s e 90
Application and ReEPOrtiNng WOIKSNEELS. ........coviiiiiiii e 91
| am trying to access thereporting workshee s from the Forms’ menu, but nothing happens when |
click onthe different reports. How can | accessthese reporting forms?.............c 91

I am curently uising Grant Writer to report on an goproved projeit, but | needto change somethings
in the gpplicaion due to an amendmentto our @ntract. How can | edit the application workshea s?

Grant Writer doesn’'t seemto le me change anything............ooooiiiii 91
| have some old applicaion templaes in Microoft Word and Excel from a previous project
applicdion. Can't | just developmy proposal uing those insteadof Grart Writer?.........ccceeeen 91
Wheecan | findingrudions for creaing awell-designed proposal?.......c..c..eeveeeneneninnimnnnnnnnnnnn 91
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Saving, BackingUp, Technical Requirements —Offline usersonly ........cccooceveveieivieeniennne 91
Whereis my grant application being saved when! use Grant Writer?........eevvvevieiiieiiiiiinieeeneeene 91
How can | backup or cqpy my gant goplicaion? I've pu many hours of work irto this proposal and
| don'twant tolose it Sould My [gEtOP Crat......ccovveviicee e 91
Wha arethe software and hardware requirements for ingalling CEPF Grant Writer?................... 92
Grant Writer tdls me | need to upgradeto a more recert versionof Intenet Explorer. Where can |
download thecurent vasion of Internet EXplorer?......ooooiiiiii 92

Sding, SUbMIttiNg, aNd Printing........ooeeoeoiie e 92
How do | send acopy of my Grant Writer grant applicaion to someone for review?............cccc.... 92
To whan do | send my goplicaion whenl an finished with all theforms?.........ovvvvvvvvvnvveennnnee 92

When | try to submit my grat applicaion to CEPF, | receive a message saying “ A completed
submission for this application is already being reviewed by CEPF” and tha | can’t submit again

without notifying CEPFE Wha does thiSmEaN?..........uuiiiiiiiiii e 92
When | try to submit my applicdion or end it to apeer, awindow appeastha reads” Processing...”
but it just stallsand never does anything. Wha $hould | do?.....ccccoeeeiiiiceiiccc e 93
Can | export my proposal into MSWordso | canprint it and send it to others?............................. 93
How do | print acopy Of MY PropoOSal 2. .....ooiueiieiiee ettt s 93
When | print my proposal, the boxes and frameborderstha aevisible on the print preview screen
do not print. How can | makethose prirt so my budget and LogFrame are easierto read?............. 93
Grant WHEEr ONIINE USE'S. .....ciceieiieeeiieeeesieeesieeeesateesinaeeesseeesinseeessseessnseeessseeemnseeeansesemnneeesnsens 93
Whereis my grant applicaion being saved whenl use Grant Writer Onling?.......ccccoooeevvveevvinnnnnn. 93
How can | gat ahard copy of the Grant Writer filefor my records........ovvvvciinniciiiviiiceeeeeee 93

I know ! submitted my Quarter 1report on time, but when | logged in today to work on my Quarter 2
report, | could not openit because Quarter 1 wasstill maked as in-submitted. Wha happened?...94

1 Reporting Reauirements & Grant Management

When are my reports due?

Y our reporting requirementsare in your contract. If you areunsure of what a provigon in your contract
means, pleage contad your Gant Coordinaor.

All CEPF grantees arerequired to stbmit quarterly financial reports, and the deadline after the end of the
guarter. These daes are January 30, April 30, July 30, and October 30. The frequency of peformance
repating isunique to each gant. Your find compldion report andfinal financial report will be due 60
daysafter the closure date of your grant.

When will | receive payment?

CEPF will process your initial payment as soon aswe recave the countersgned ageement back from
you.

Subsequent payments arerequested inyour financial reports. The amount in “ Advance Received’ iswhat
your next payment will be. Thisamount is @lculated by sultracting your closing badance (the cash you
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haveleft on hand) from you projected expenditures (how much money youthink you will need for the
next several months).

Please allowtwo weeks from thetimeyou submit your repott to receéveyour paymeat. Errorsin reports
will need to be correded andwill cause delaysin recavingyour payment.

I will not beable tosubmitmy report on time. Can | receive an extens on?

We cannot gat extensionsto reporting deadines asthisis acontractual obligation. We underg¢and tha

some delaysare inevitable, but please do the best you can to report by the deadline. CEPF places high
impatance an timely reporting and we do track daidics on reporting compliance for each grantee. If

you foresee difficulty in sutmitting your report by the deadine, please contadt you grant coordindor,
who may beable to assist you

2 Workdan andGrant Agreement

| need to make some changesto my project—whatshould | do?

Please contact your Grant Director. Dependng on the circumdances, a formal amendment to the gant
agreement may needto be processed.

I’'m about to purchase some expensive equipment that | had budgeted for. Are there any rules
about this?

Yes. Please consult the procuremert guidelines in your grant agreement. CEPF dosely regulatesthe
purchases of goods and services with a cog of $5000 or more, and failue to canply can result in
additional requiremants or cansequences. |f you have questions abou the pracurement guidelines, please
contact your grant coordinaar.

| have underspent in the Suppliesline item, and would like to re-dl ocate some of these funds to the
Salarieslineitem, where | have overspent. Isthis permitted?

You may reallocae up to 15% of your budget between line itemswithout prior approval from CEPF,
however it isimportait that you let your grart director know and explain the realignment in the comments
section of your report. Additionally, when redistributing the funds, please keep any programmatic
implicationsin mindand be sure youare gill in compliance with our procurement guicelines.

If you need to realigh morethan 15%, you reed prior approval from your grant director. Please send a
formal request with proposed changesto your budget.

The exchange rate has changed and has sgnificantly reduced the value d my CEPF funds. Can |
recd ve moremoney?

Unfatunaely, CEPF cannot fund currency exchangerae fluduations Please contact your grant director
for help in making a plan to maximize you remaining funds. Please be sure to always document the
exchange rate you are using when creting your project budget.
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We were ale to raise additional funds to contribute to this project. Where do | recordthisin the
finandal report?
Congaulations on auccessfuly leveaging additiond funds, but only CEPF funds should be recorded in

the CEPF reports.  You will have an opportunity to report leveraged funding in your final compleion
repat.

My grantisdosing. Can | apply for morefunds?

A specific amount of funds are allocated for invegment in each region, which is designed to last for five
years. Onceall funds have been disributed and we reach the five-year mark, the regon is*closed’ and

we no longer accept letersof inquiry.

Please chedk our website to see if your region is till accepting letters of inquiry. 1f so, youmay submit
another letter of inquiry for consideraion. If your regon is no longer accepting LOI s, please contact your

grant director, as heor she may be aware of additional sources of funding tha may be able to support
yourprojet.

3  GrantWriter

I ndallation and Opening Project Data-files— Offline usersonly

How come the Grant Writer data file you sent me won'’t open? | double-dick on thefile and a
window appear s promptingme to €lect a program from alist.

Grant Writer datafiles canna be accessed by double-clickingon the file Youmust firg laund the Grant
Writer program fromyour Sat button (Sat Prograns CHPF Grant Writer), then goen theproject
from within Grant Writer (File OpenProjed).

| can’t seemto open a datafile sent by someone for me toreview. | try openingitin Grant Writer
and| get a messageabout this“not being a valid Grant Writer file'. W hat do | do?

Check the edension of the file sent to you for review. If it endsin .html, it’smog likdy a read-only copy
of aGrant Writer proposal that canna be opened from within Grant Writer. To view aread-only (.html)
version of aproposal or repoit, simply open the fileinInterng Explorer or anaher web browser.

Usudly, just double-clickingthefilewill launch your browser and diplay the Grant Writer agplicaion
for review.

Do I hawe to be online (connected tothe Internet) in order to work in Grant Writer?

No, you do NOT haveto be anlineif you downloadedthe Grant Write software and indalledit on you

PC. You should have everythingyouneed to work onyour proposal on your compu e (the Grant Writer
software andyour applicaion datafile). Eventhough Grant Writer worksthrough your interngt browser
(Intenet Explorer), it isworking conpletely dflineand iswriting to adatafile locaedon you had
drive

However, you do needto be connectedtotheinterne to sendyour data fileto apeer for revieworto
submit your application to CEPF.

How can | gart a new proposal in Grant Writer? | see an optian for opening an existing projec,
but not an option to create anew one.
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Grant Writer does na allow for the creation o anew project. The program can only be used to complde
existing applicaion datafilessenttoyou by CEPF dter beinginvitedto Part 2 of our goplication process.
Thefirst stepin requesting poject funding fran CEPF isto stbmit a letter of inquiry. For guicelines,
vigit htt p://vwww.cepf.net X p/cepf/apply /index.xml.

Application and Reporting Worksheets

| am tryingto access the reporting worksheets fran the “Forms’ menu, but nothing happens when
| clik on the different repats. How can | access these reporting forms?

When you arein the goplicaion phase of you projed, thereporting fams are disabled and cannot be
accessed. Ifyour project is gproved CEPFwill sendyou a new Grart Writer datafilethat hasthe

repating worksheet senabled andthe goplicaion work sheetslocked.

| am aurrently usng Grant Writer to report on an approved projed, but | need to change same
things in the application due to an amendment to our mntract. How can | edit the application
worksheets? Grant Writer doesn’t seem tolet me changeanything.

Grant Writer reporting files are sent to the grantee with all theapplication forms locked to represent the

project plan exactly asit isoulined inyour grant agreement. If an anendmet will occur, youwill be
senta new reportingdatafiletha hasbeen ajqusted by CEPF accordingto thetermsof your anendment.

Contact your grant director if youhave not received anew reporting data file

| have some old application templates in Microsoft Word and Excel from a previaus project
application. Can’t | just develop my proposal using thoseinstead of Grant W riter ?

No. Unless you were specifically toldto usethe Word and Excel format templaes, CEPF will not acogpt
applicaionssubmitted inthose formds. If you received a Grant Writer datafile whenyou were invitedto
Part 2 of the gpplicaion process, you are expected to complete and submit you gpplication using Grant
Writer.

Where can Ifindinstrudims for aeating a well -desi gned proposd ?

Your ingallaion of CEPF Grant Writer contains general information and ingructionsfor filling ou each
workshed, including gui delines for developing a sound projed proposal and log frame Anywhereyou
see an iocon with a question mark (?),clickthe iconto bring upthe help fileforthat paticular ction.

Saving, Badking Up, Technica Requirements—Offlineusersonly

Whereismy grant appli cation being saved when luse Grant Writer?

Y our applicdion is being saved inthedaafilethat wes originally sentto youin an e-mail from
cepfsupport @oonservation.org. Thedaa filehas a.gwa extension. When you are working in Grant
Writer, the programis savingyour work to tha data file eachtimeyoupress Sve.

How can | backup or copy my grant application? |I've put many hoursof work into this proposal
and| don’twant tolose it should my laptop crash.
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Y our entire grant application or goproved grart reporting information is doredin the data file for your
project. Thefile hasa.gwa extension. Y ou can copy tha datafileto afloppy disk, bun it to aCD, e
mail it to a friend, or save it to your arganizaion’ snework savesjud likeyou wouldany other
electronic file (likeaWordor Excel documert).

Wha are the software andhar dware requirements for ingalling CEPF Grant Writer?

Currently, Grant Writer is compaiblewith bah PCs and M adntosh camputers, and works with most
internet browsers (I nternet Explorer, Firefox, etc). Itisnot yd availade for WindowsVista, and it may
not function properly with older versions of Windows |f youexperience prodems, please cortact you
grant coordinaor.

Grant Writer tells me | need to upgrade toa more recent version of Internet Explorer. Wherecan
| downloadthe current verson of Internet Explorer?

Y oucan obtan the most recatt versian of Interné Explore by visitingMicrooft’ sinterng Explorer

download page at: hitp://vwww.microsoft.com/windows/ie/default.asp

Sending, Submitting, and Printing

How do | send a copy of my Grant W riter grant application to someone for review?

Therearetwo options:

Firg, if thereviewer smply needstoread you gpplicaion and does not needto makeany changesto it,
youshould use the Hle Send to A Peer feature within Grant Writeand select “ A read-only copy of the
applicaion in HTML forma”. Thiswill senda copy of your proposd (or whichever workshed you
designate) asaread-anly HT ML file. The redpient does not need to have Grant Writer ingalled to view
your proposd —they smply need any browsar such aslnterng Explorer or Néscape Navigaor.

The second gotion issuitable when youneedto sendyour proposal to someonefor them to actually edt
the proposal or complete aportion of it. To ®nd your actual ceta file,smply choosetheFile SendtoA
Peerand selet “My atual application data which must be viewed using the CEPF Grant Writer
software.” Thiswill send an exact cqpy of thedatafileyou are currertly working with whichmust be
opened usingthe Grant Writer oftware.

To whom dol sendmy apdication when | am finished with all the forms?

Please do na e-mailthe application to your grant diretor or to any other CEPF e-mail addressunless
spedfically requestedto do 0. Rather, openyour project application in Grant Writer and seled

File Submitto CEPF. Whenthe submission window appears, confirm tha you are done by checking
the“Yes, | anfinished” box and hit “Submit”. T hiswill sendyour applicaion directly into our database
and is by farthe beg way to ensure we receive and begin processing your application. Remember, you
must be connected tothe interne in order to submit your goplication.

When | try to submit my grant application to CEPF, | receive a message saying “ A completed

submission for thisapplication is dready being reviewed by CEPF’ andthat | can’'t submit again
without notifying CEPF. What does this mean?
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It meenstha you have previoudy submitted the gpplicetion and it is merked as” Final” in our system. If
youneedto submit again because of revisions contad your grant director. They can mark the exiging
submission as* Not FHnal” which will allow you to immedia dy resubmit your goplicaion.

When | try to submit my application or send it to a peer, a window appears that reads
“Praessing...” butit just g¢alls andnever does anything. What should | do?

Thereis a problem with your datafiletha is preventing it frombeing submitted into our tracking
database. Usaually, this problem can ke relved easily. Just email cepfsupport @conservaion.org with a
description of your problem and we will assi ¢ you with relving it $ your daa file can be sat or
submitted.

Can | export my proposal into MSWord sol can printit and sendit to others?

Grant Writer doesn’'t have an export feaure. |1f you want anicely formatted version of your proposal for
printing, smply seled File Print Preview ErtireProject (or Current Form if you only want to print one
workshedt). The resut isanhtml fileready-to-print. You should seeaPrint button onthe fird page, but
if it isnot thee, just right-click anywhere on the page and choose Prirt.

If you' dliketo senda similarly formatedversion of your prgposal/reportsto ahers, €led File Sendto
a Pex and sdect” A read-only copy of the goplication in HTML format”. T his allowsyouto snd a read-
only, formatted version of your proposal tha can be viewed without the Grant Writer ooftware

How do | print a copy of my proposal ?

Slect File Print Preview Entire Project (or Current Form if you only want toprint one worksheet). The
result isan hkml fileready-to-print. You shoud see aPrint button onthe fird page, bu if it isnot there,
just right-click anywhere onthe page and choose Prirt.

When | print my proposal, the boxes and frame bor dersthat are visible an the print preview screen
do not print. How can | make those print s my budget and LogF ame are easier to read?

Thelines andbordersthat you see onthe scren are background graphics. Assuch, they will anly prirt if
your browser is sa toprint background colorsand images. |f Interne Explore isyour browser, open it
andgoto Towls Internet Otions Advanced and scroll down to thePrint sedion whereyou should see
an ertry for Print Background Colorsand Images. Make surethe box next tothis entty is checked, then
click OK. The boxesand lines will now print with your proposal.

Grant Writa Onlineusars

Whereismy grant appli cation being saved when |use Grant Writer Online?

T heinformdion youwrite in your online proposal or reportswill be saved toour server. Youwill be

ableto access any information you saved to Grant Writer Online during aprevious session when you log
back into GEM.

How can | get ahard copy d the Grant Writer filefor my records?

At anytimeyou canobtain an html version of the proposal or report by usingthe* Sendto aPeer”
function. If for omereasonyou neadthe actual datafile (which can only be goened by downloading
Grant Writer), please contadt your grant coordnéetor.
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I know | submitted my Quarter 1 report on time, but when | logged in today to work on my
Quarter 2 report, | could not openit because Quarter 1 was still marked as un-submitted. What

happened?

When using Grant Writer online, it isnecessary to saveyour work & lead twice —at leag once beforeyou
submit the report to CEPF, and once after. You needto reopenthe report you just submitted and click
“save” onemoretime Thisway, youarenot only savingthe data youentered but al the successful
submission d thereport. Your grant coordinator can assist you with correcting this problem when you
seeit, but topreventit inthefuture, be sure to alwayshit “ save” even after submitting
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