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1 Executive Summary 

The Polynesia-Micronesia Hotspot is one of 34 hotspots around the globe ident ified by the 
Crit ical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF) - areas that are both biologically 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 5-year funding programme in the region in June 2008 in partnership w ith 
Conservation International’s Pacif ic Islands Programme and partners in a Regional 
Implementation Team (RIT).   

The goal of  the conference was to undertake a mid-term assessment of the investment 
programme in the Polynesia-Micronesia Hotspot to provide CEPF and CI Pacif ic Regional 
Implementation Team w ith an insight into w hat has been done w ell, areas for improvement and 
to ident ify investment gaps that must be f illed w ith the remaining funds and w ithin the t ime 
available.  

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 questionnaire w ere able to attend – 
most non-attendees w ere based outside of the region, in Australia, New  Zealand, USA and UK 
(Annex 1).  A detailed, extensive agenda w as developed for the meeting to ensure that potential 
grantees w ere w ell aw are of the objectives and planned outcomes from the 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-Micronesia.  These funds have been split so that approximately half  have been spent 
on Strategic Direction 1, Invasive species and a quarter on each of Strategic Directions 2, Sites 
and 3, Species.  A further US$1.7 million is available for redistribution.  The majority of  this w ill 
be apportioned follow ing the call for applications in March 2011 w ith a f inal call, for small 
projects, likely in September 2011.   

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

Any substantive programme w ill produce both successful and less-successful outcomes.  The 
lessons learned from these outcomes can serve to improve future conservation measures both 
w ithin the programme and also in future, up-coming, projects.  How ever, improvements w ill 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 Pacif ic RIT took the opportunity of this conference to 
launch a series of ‘Lessons Learned’ reports, developed as outcomes from the programme.   
These f indings w ere used as the basis of a series of group discussions at the conference that 
identif ied 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 f illed through communication w ith other grantees, 
and/or through projects to facilitate training for grantees.  A series of potentia l solutions were 
identif ied and a number of subjects that might justify future projects were identif ied (Table 3).   
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Interestingly, it  w as noted that there are partnerships/netw orks w ithin the Pacif ic that attempt 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 netw orks more w idely 
available/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 communicat ing projects.  Both 
workshops could have extended for 2-3 days, so this was very much just a ‘taster’ for grantees.  
Key messages w ere 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 w ill be determined by the response of all parties during the 
remainder of the programme. It is to be hoped that partnerships w ill have been developed, or  
strengthened, between grantees and donors.   The subject areas for proposals in September  
2011 w ill be inf luenced by the outcomes from this conference, thus developing at least one 
positive outcome.  Responses of attendees to the conference were overw helmingly posit ive, the 
opportunity to discuss various issues and problems face-to-face being exceedingly helpful.  
Suggestions as to how  the exercise could be further improved w ill always be very useful.  It is 
anticipated that there w ill be an end of programme conference to showcase the successes and 
to sell projects to future potential donors in early 2013.   

 

  

 

  



CEPF Mid-term  Review  Conference 

7 
 
 

2 Introduction 

The Crit ical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF) is a global leader in enabling civil society to 
participate in and benef it from conserving some of the world’s most critical ecosystems.  CEPF 
is a jo int init iative of l©Agence Française de Développement, Conservation Internat ional,  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; def ined as areas which are both biologically rich and yet 
highly threatened terrestrial areas. CEPF’s current grant programme for the Polynesia-
Micronesia Hotspot is roughly mid-w ay through its lifetime.  As such CEPF’s 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 Internat ional to help co-ordinate the 
event. 

2.1 Conference Goal 

The overall goal of  the mid-term assessment conference w as to provide CEPF and the RIT w ith 
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 f ill these gaps w ith the remaining funds and 
time available. 

The Conference also enabled the CEPF grantees to:  

·  share and act on lessons learned  
·  identify and address their capacity needs in relation to the implementat ion of their  

projects  
·  explore fundraising opportunities to cont inue 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 sustainability 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 
scaling-up of success stories) 
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2.2 Conference Objectives 

 

Conference Objec tives 
Outputs   

1. To share our experiences and, in particular, 
lessons learned in relation to our projec ts with 
each other and our partners 

1.1  A list of positive and negative lessons learned 
identified by the grantees (what worked and why, 
what didn’t and why as well as any surprises) 

1.2  An indication of how these lessons learned 
will  be applied through actions to resolve 
problems, build on successes (replicate and scale-
up) and respond to opportunities 

2. To prov ide a training opportunity for grantees 
in the delivery of conservation projec ts  by 
address ing the grantees relevant areas of 
interes t (in particular financial/technical 
reporting, fundrais ing, and promoting projec t 
findings) 

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

2.2 Grantees to have received practical training in 
financial/technical reporting, fundraising, and 
promotion of project findings 

3. To giv e CEPF and the CI Pac ific  Regional 
Implementation Team  an opportunity to meet 
w ith grantees in the Polynes ia-Micrones ia 
Hotspot and to see firs t-hand the achievements 
that CEPF support has prov ided to grantees in 
the Pacific 

3.1 CEPF and CI Pacific to have greater 
awareness of the achievements of CEPF projects 
in the Pacific and to have developed a personal 
working relationship with grantees 

4. Grantees, CEPF and the CI Pac ific  Regional 
Implementation Team  to be given an 
opportunit y to prov ide feedback to each other 
on the grant management process and any 
issues arising 

4.1 CEPF and grantees to have agreed on 
improvements to the grant management process 
in terms of how the communicate and coordinate. 

5. CI Pacific/CEPF to present the key gaps in the 
inv es tment portfol io and to identify the key 
areas for thematic  and geographic focus in the 
remaining years of the programme  

5.1 Grantees have a better understanding of 
CEPF funding opportunities 

 

6. To inv ite other donors in the Pacific  Region to 
the conference to raise their aw areness about 
grantee projec ts  and to raise grantee awareness 
of other long-term funding opportunities  

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

6.2 Donors in 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 in w hich the CEPF 
Projects w ere operating.  Once this context was established the aim w as to ref lect on the 
performance of the Polynesia-Micronesia Hotspot projects to date and to translate lessons 
learned into future action in the form of recommendations to a specif ic party.  Over the course of 
the day Objectives 1, 3, 4 and 5 were addressed (refer Section 1.2) 

3.1 Opening address. 

The conference was opened by the Fijian Minister of  Local Government, Urban 
Development, Housing and Environment, Colonel Samuela Saumatua.  Mike Donoghue, 
CI Pacif ic Executive Director responded.  This placed the conference in a regional 
perspective – indicating the processes w ithin w hich the governments in the region w ork to 
deliver their conservation requirements (Annex 3). 

 

3.2 Setting t he context  – the CEPF Programme and  the Polynesia-Micronesia 
Hotspot (Out put 5.1) 

The day continued w ith a series of 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 CI itself . 

 
·  The Polynesia-Micronesia Hotspot is one of 34 global terrestrial biodiversity hotspots, 

where high levels of biodiversity are coupled w ith high levels of threat. The Polynesia-
Micronesia Hotspot is notorious for losing more species to extinction in recent t imes than 
any other biodiversity hotspot in the w orld.  

 
·  The $7 million CEPF fund w as 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 critically 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 t ime and funds in the most effective way 
possible. 

 
·  CI Pacif ic has been continually involved since the very beginning of CEPF’s investment 

in the Pacific in 2003, w hen preparation of the investment strategy or ecosystem prof ile 
for the Polynesia-Micronesia Hotspot began; through the securing of GEF focal point 
endorsements from 14 countries in the region betw een 2005-2007; to w orking w ith 
CEPF to manage a $1 million funding programme in 2006 on invasive species 
management; and the launch of the full f ive-year CEPF investment 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) 
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·  CEPF Polynesia-Micronesia Overview /History,  A short history of the Polynesia-
Micronesia Hotspot programme and a summary of the investment strategy including 
strategic directions and conservation targets, James Atherton, Conservation 
Internat ional (Annex 5) 

·  Gap Analysis of the CEPF investment programme in the Polynesia-Micronesia Hotspot 
and future grant-funding opportunities, Leilani Duffy, Conservation International (Annex 
6). 

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

Each grantee had been asked to prepare a conference poster prior to the conference.  These 
were displayed in a gallery area at the venue.  Each grantee w as asked to introduce themselves 
and to talk brief ly 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 dif ferent conference exercises.  With the participants’ permission, Conservation 
Internat ional 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 CI and 
CEPF.  The communications consultant that w as charged w ith 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 further delivering on 
Objective 2, Output 2.2). 
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3.4 Lessons learned by CEPF grantees and their  f uture appl ication (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 identif ied 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 exercise w as that unless lessons learned 
are integrated into the w ork of CEPF’s projects going forw ard they may not be applied. 

The session began w ith 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 w ho were given lists of the lessons learned already identif ied in these 
thematic areas and w ere tasked w ith translating these lessons into useful, specif ic  
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, Management and Reporting (Facilitator: Greg Sherley)  

3. Working w ith Communit ies and other Stakeholders  (Facilitator: Easter Galuvao) 

The results of this exercise are presented below . 

2.3.1 Invasive Alien Species  Eradicat ion and Control – Recommendations  for  future 
projects  and donors 

Group Facili tator s:  Souad Boudjelas, w ith Alan Tye 

Group members: Graham Wragg, Anne Gouni, David Butler, Anu Gupta, Joel Miles  

Recommendati ons: 

1. Find out w hat’s there 

2. Do something about it  

3. Secure your gains 

4. Thorough research to remove uncertainty  

5. Feasibility studies are a must 

6. More strategic approach is needed to set priorit ies for IAS work and these priorit ies need to 
be communicated to donors 

7. Adopt a stepw ise approach to planning and implementing projects 

8. Separate operational plan from eradication...  

9. ...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 f low 

12. Need to also consider diversity of projects, for example an eradication may need 98% of its 
money in one month up front 

13. Donors need to consider project f inding need schedule (for example 10% retained unt il end 
of the project is a problem) 
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14. Cont inuous contact w ith the donor is essential especially if  there are problems (like talking to 
your mother) 

15. As much as possible use local experts 

16. Donors need to be f lexible and allow  activities to be changed as necessary 

17. Funding time lines need to match biological and seasonal timeline necessities 

18. Eradication projects demand all components occur in precise sequence and timing  

19. Many donors don’t  fund salaries   

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

Appli cabili ty - what ki nd of proj ects do these recommendations appl y to? Do they appl y to 
any exi sting projects underway? 

Potential new projects: 

·  More surveys of more islands: invasive species and native biodiversity. Specif ic needs 
include up-to-date information for the Southern Line Islands and an assessment of island 
eradication priorities for Polynesia similar to that done by Island Conservation for Micronesia. 

·  Ref ine and update the ecosystem prof ile for the Polynesia-Micronesia Hotspot.  

Who needs to recei ve these recommendations? 

Grant applicants and donors (implementing organisations), CEPF and other donors. 
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2.3.2 Project Des ign, Management and Report ing  

Group Facili tator: Greg Sherley�
Group members: Elisabeth Erasito, Gilianne Brodie, Bernie O’Callaghan, Mark O’Brien, Dick 
Watling, Shyama Pagad, Sharon Patris, Lorraine Rdiall, Craig Costion, Nick Askew   

 

General  Discussi on Poi nts:  

Time issues 
·  Project planning – Often grantee skill level is not suff icient to cope w ith meeting the 

standards required of modern project application procedures 
·  Not enough time to implement increasing activit ies – The project tends to grow after 

inception and the time/resources available become progressively restrictive and prevent 
completion 

·  Luck as a factor – it needs to be recognized that ad-hoc and unforeseen factors do play 
a signif icant role in the success of a project such as cyclones, accident etc. 

·  Project design tends to:  
� be over ambitious  
� have high expectations  
� have too many specif ied 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 model as 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 is w orthwhile (small ones may not justify).   

Communications  issues 
-  Issues – Communicating w ith RIT – don’t underestimate the value of this  
� Communicating w ith 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 Off ices than originally 
anticipated 

� Do organisations put sufficient time and resources into communicat ions? 
� 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  
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Recommendations : 
 
Projec t Design-related Recommendations for all  conservation proj ec ts  in the Pac ific 
  

1. In order to better plan activit ies 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 

2. Review  – obtain independent opinion from colleagues at the start of  project and at pre-
set “benchmark” intervals during the implementat ion of the project 

3. Formal project plan – set specif ic and realistic timelines 

4. Don’t be over ambit ious - Consciously assess capability in order to avoid over ambit ious 
objectives (set SMART objectives: specif ic, measurable, actionable, relevant and t ime-
bound) 

5. Plan for phasing so that realistic timelines can be set to allow  proper implementat ion 
and meeting targets 

6. Take a phased approach to deal w ith scoping and planning: 

- Approach as process 

- Plan a realistic inception phase 

- Small grant for follow -up w ith bigger scale projects  

7. Assess capacity of team vis a vis project 

8. Design, resource and formalize an exit strategy (including w ith relevant stakeholders) 
so that the project is concluded properly and meets expectations  

9. Logframes are a useful tool to help us to reach realistic project planning and t iming 
(Some of the softw are being advocated as project planning ‘tools’ are actually 
expensive to download and some considered them to be dif f icult to use eg CEPF’s 
‘online grant management softw are - GEM). 

 
Comm unicat ions -related Recommendations  for  all conservat ion projects in the Pacif ic  
 

1. Effective communication means imparting information that results in changed behaviour 
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 
f irst whenever funds become tight).  
 

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

3. Systematically/formally put t ime aside for providing information on project outputs to 
stakeholders 

4. Careful analysis of potential stakeholders at the planning stage is critical.  But also be 
mindful that new  stakeholders may arise during the implementat ion of the project 
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5. Plan for and provide adequate resources for a communicat ions strategy for projects 

6. Design communications to target specif ic stakeholders group  

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

8. Establish a support netw ork of experts/supporters for the project (any project), this 
could take the form of a netw ork or a steering committee 

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

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

 

2.3.3 Working w ith Communit ies and other  Stakeholders    

Group Facili tator: Easter Galuvao�
Group members: Nunia Thomas, Leilani Duffy, Brian Patrick, Lui Bell, Posa Skelton, Sione 
Faka’osi, Tamara Naikat ini-Osbourne, Miliana Ravuso 

 
Recommendati ons: 
 

1. Ident ify and Engage w ith Communities & Stakeholders 

• Community involvement/engagement and aw areness (on all project stages) 

• Need partnership w ith relevant stakeholders before starting f ieldw ork 

• Building trust (spend time w ith communit ies) 

• Anticipate and manage conf lict 

• Follow  and respect protocols 

• Clear understanding of government decision-making 

• Ident ify key inf luential people in the community 

• Avoid negative incentives (e.g. providing alcohol) 

2. Project Sustainability 

• Ident ify and communicate benef its to community (cultural, economic, alternative 
livelihoods) 

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

• Linking species conservation to cultural preservation 

• Facilitate collaboration betw een local communities and government 

3. Acknowledgement, reporting and disseminat ion 

• 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 tradit ional knowledge  

Appli cabili ty - what ki nd of proj ects do these recommendations appl y to? Do they appl y to 
any exi sting projects underway? 

• These issues apply to all projects 

• Everyone working in conservation in the Pacif ic needs to be advised of these 
recommendations…  

3.5 Presentation: Financial and Technical Reporting t o 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 more 
information/training about technical and f inancial reporting to CEPF.  In response to this 
request, John Watkin from CEPF gave a presentation on this subject, a copy of his powerpoint 
presentation is included in Annex 8.  

4 Day 2 Records – Output 2.1 

The aim of Day 2 w as to enable grantees to explore opportunities to address their capacity 
needs after the conference in collaboration w ith each other, CEPF and other partners.  Prior to 
the conference, participants had been asked to communicate their capacity gaps in relat ion to 
their CEPF-funded projects through a questionnaire.  This information was used as the basis for 
the Day 3 exercise. 

The session began w ith a brief  presentation about the def inition of capacity gaps and the 
importance of delineat ing 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.  Part icipants were also reminded that there are many 
ways to address a capacity gap – once gaps have been identif ied they should be prioritised 
(based on their level of  importance/urgency/signif icance 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 w ith other 
organizations, new networks of collaborating organizations etc.  

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

Capac ity Needs Need by Potential Solutions Offer by 

Funding 

·  Sustainable financing 
·  Individual/organisation ski l ls 
·  Money 
·  Disconnect between UN Funding 

mechanism and local needs 

PILN, Dave Butler, 
James Atherton, 
Joel Miles, Shyama 
Pagad, Coral Reef 
Research 
Foundation, Gilianne 
Brodie, Brian 
Patrick, Pacific 
Invasives Initiative, 
Greg Sherley, TIS 
[11] 

·  Grants to support partners 
·  Fundraising training 

Conservation 
International, Nick 
Askew [2] 

Communication 

·  Public relations 
·  Media 
·  Speak clearly and understandably 
·  Communicate to al l stakeholders 
·  Promoting success 
·  Awareness of poli ticians on species 
·  Communication system links to remote 

sites 

James Atherton, 
Joel Miles, Shyama 
Pagad, IUCN, 
Gilianne Brodie, 
Alan Tye, Anne 
Gouni [7] 

·  Media training 
·  Communication training 
·  Communication and talks 

Tamara Osborne, 
SPREP (Nanette 
Woonton, Seema 
Deo), Brian 
Patrick, Jacqui 
Evans [4] 

Technical support    

·  Lack of information on local flora/fauna 
·  Eradication and control methods for 

eradication 
·  Policy and advocacy 
·  Expertise bat identification 
·  Pacific islands taxonomists 
·  Scientific methods in various issues 
·  Bait stations 
·  Training on how to control Invasive Alien 

Species  

Irma Motua, Nick 
Askew MareqetiViti , 
IUCN, Gilianne 
Brodie, Anne Gouni, 
TIS [7] 

·  Marine invasive species 
·  Technical skills in terrestrial conservation, species 

recovery management 
·  Technical expertise in conservation setting, strategic 

planning, invasive species and management issues 
·  Expertise in Environment Impact Assessments and 

biological surveys, GIS and change detection 
·  Knowledge of invasive plants 
·  Pesticide application 
·  Data and information management 
·  Data sourcing and mining 
·  Weed control (site-based) 

Posa Skelton, 
Dave Butler, 
Conservation 
International, 
James Atherton, 
Joel Miles, 
Shyama Pagad 
(IUCN-ISSG), 
Tamara Osborne, 
IUCN, Coral Reef 
Research 
Foundation, USP, 
Birdli fe 
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Capac ity Needs Need by Potential Solutions Offer by 

·  Publication review 
·  Red Listing training 
·  Expertise on fish spawning aggregation, aerial surveys, 

marine invertebrates, bathymetric mapping, marine 
lakes 

·  Advice on taxonomy and tools to use 
·  Assist with bird-banding issues 
·  Species (birds) survey and monitoring 
·  Bird and plant conservation, research and management 
·  Insect survey in a cost-effective manner 
·  Formal training in i) how to eradicate rodents and cats 

on islands; ii) island biosecurity; iii ) invasive plant 
project management 

·  Best practice resources on Invasive Species 
Management 

·  Technical support: threatened species recovery and 
habitat protection (terrestrial and marine) 

International, Alan 
Tye, Brian 
Patrick, Pacific 
Invasives 
Initiative, Greg 
Sherley, TIS  [16] 

Community and s takeholder engagement    

·  Engage with French terri tories 
·  Engage better with communities 
·  Stronger l inkage with local conservation 

and research groups 
·  Partner commitment  
·  Cultural l iaison 
 

 

PILN, Joel Miles, 
MareqetiViti , Alan 
Tye, Brian Patrick 
[4] 

·  Good l ink with PICTs on conservation, climate change, 
invasive species, CBD, etc. 

·  Community and private stakeholder 
engagement/support 

·  Mentoring on community engagement methodology  
·  On-line collaboration 
·  Community awareness 
·  Stakeholder retention 
·  Facili tate international researchers and locals (Palau, 

Fi ji) 
·  Access to keen students 
·  Link with local communities and how to improve their 

participation in the programme   

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

·  Mediation 
·  Facili tation 
·  Negotiation 
 

James Atherton, 
Souad Boudjelas[2] 

 Jil l Key, Michelle 
Frank, NZ DOC? 
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Netw orking    

·  Pacific Islands Taxonomists [network] 
·  International networking with coral reef 

networks 
 

IUCN, Coral Reef 
Research 
Foundation, TIS [3] 

·  Effective networking at the country level 
·  Network and tools 
·  Social networking 
·  Working with global networks of species experts 
·  Connections and support from Global Red Listing 

Process 
·  Advice on potential collaborators 
·  Networking ski lls 

PILN, Shyama 
Pagad (IUCN-
ISSG), Nick 
Askew, IUCN, 
Gilianne Brodie, 
Greg Sherley [6] 

Coordination    

·  Organisations to better coordinate work in 
country 

PILN Coordination at the national level (organisation of the 
administration – information service, local administration) 

Anne Gouni 

Operational (including Proj ec t Des ign and 
Management) 

   

·  Transportation (cost and quality – impact 
site visits) 

·  Government procedures lead to delay in 
project implementation 

·  Human resources 
·  Lack of staff 
·  Time [management] 
·  Organisation ski l ls on funding needs to be 

improved 
·  Operational management in remote sites 
·  How to build organisational capacity 
·  Directory where to obtain/purchase 

equipment and tools (baits, toxins, 
pesticides) 

·  Management ski l ls 

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

·  Build local capacity  
·  Project management and evaluation 
·  Programme design (strategic planning) 
·  Project development and design (invasive species, 

conservation) 
·  Delivery of quality projects in a timely manner 
·  Mentoring on invasive species management – including 

on the job training in various aspects of Invasive 
Species Management 

·  Including research programme in conservation 
programme 

·  Design training for projects 

Dave Butler, Alan 
Tye, Brian 
Patrick, Pacific 
Invasives 
Initiative, Anne 
Gouni, Greg 
Sherley [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 w ere invited to make 
additions to these lists as well as identifying solutions to the gaps based on their th inking so far. 

Leilani Duffy of Conservation International brief ly 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 Pacif ic Invasives Learning Network and the Pacif ic Invasives Iniat iative 
which are two successful capacity-building programmes that have been operating in the Pacif ic 
for some time (Annex 10 includes a copy of this presentation). 

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

1. Technical Skills (surveying, eradication, species recovery planning) 
2. Project Design, Management and Reporting 
3. Working w ith Communit ies and Other Stakeholders 
4. Other Capacity Gaps  

Each thematic area w as assigned a facilitator tasked w ith ensuring that the groups focussed on 
completing the list  of  gaps and, more important ly, proposing solutions  to these gaps.  Grantees 
were encouraged to explore ways they could support each other and pool resources to f ill their 
capacity gaps.  The facilitators 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 2 to 5 below . 
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Table 2. Technical Sk ills (s urveying, eradicat ion, s pecies  recovery planning) – Capacity Gaps and Proposed Solut ions 

Faci li tator  – Posa Skel ton 

Capac ity Gap Organisation w ith the 
gap 

Potential Solution  Organisations /indiv iduals that can  prov ide 
solutions 

1. Common Theme: Bird and other Species  Surveying 
 

Species (bird) survey Tonga Community 
Development Trust 

Engage local students Research – 
long term.  

One of the organisations to the right 
to set up a course?   

NZ-Department of Conservation ,  
BirdLife Pacific,  
University of the South Pacific,  
USFWS,  
USDA,  
NWCR 

Survey and capture techniques for 
pigeons/ Capture techniques for 
honeyeaters as well as 
recording/playback 

David Butler Associates 
Ltd - Samoa 

 SPRH/BLI  

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

Marshall Islands 
Conservation Society 

SOP. MANU 

Develop national systems 

Work u sing an existing system as a 
basis(eg France , NZ) 

Opportunity for funding from the 
European Union 

Also information can be obtained 
from the IUCN – ISSG 

 

 

European Union 

IUCN – ISSG 

BLI 

Invertebrate pest survey Ray Pierce, Eco 
Oceania Pty Ltd 

The organisations to the right could 
provide training/mentoring in these 
areas. 

USP,  
Palau National Museum, CSIRO, 
SPC Plant,  
Landcare NZ,  
Universities,  
PestNet,  
Padil (Austral ia),  
NZ-DoC 
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Capac ity Gap Organisation w ith the 
gap 

Potential Solution  Organisations /indiv iduals that can  prov ide 
solutions 

Plant survey methods 

Species(Taxonomic) identification 

 

Joel Miles 

Craig Costion 

Establish a database of experts, 
Universities + Museums 
(Collections).  The people and 
organisation to the right could help to 
establish this database. 

 

SPRH-Marika Tuiwawa 
*IUCN-ISSG 
*Joel Miles 
PABITRA Initiative (University of Hawaii) 
 

Marine Taxonomy  TIS CI-Rapid Assessment Programme s 
(RAPs),  
Peer Learning,  
OBIS,  
CRRF(Coral Reef Research 
Foundation),  
Marine-USP,  
Identified experts 

Conservation International 
CRRF(Coral Reef Research Foundation),  
USP (Marine Department) 

American iguana surveys and 
eradication  

NFMV Expert in this area listed to the right USGS (Guam BTS) - James Stanford 

 

2. Common Theme: IAS eradication 
 

Technical training related to 
eradication 

Societe d©Ornithologie 
de Polynesie Manu 

‘We would be very interested to 
share information with other invasive 
species eradication projects in the 
region’  

Jonathan Hall, Royal Society for the Protection 
of Birds 

Can give some training in Mynah 
eradication. 

Gerald from Cook Islands Natural Heritage 
Trust 

CEPF have funded Durrell and 
Samoa to do training in this, 
sometime this year. 

Jil l Key, SPREP provided this information 

Technical  support in eradication  

Islands conservation 

 

PII 
Eco Oceania 
Pacific Expeditions 
NZ-DOC 
IUCN (Island specific) 
Landcare NZ 
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Capac ity Gap Organisation w ith the 
gap 

Potential Solution  Organisations /indiv iduals that can  prov ide 
solutions 

Derek Brown 
USFWS 
USDA 
USGS (Guam BTS) 

We need to establish a biocontrol 
co-ordinator(s) for the Pacific 

 

Landcare Research 
New Zealand Ltd 

SPC or SPREP could be a possible 
host for this position 

SPC 

SPREP 

Biosecurity Training  Islands USGS (James Stanford) 
PII 
SPC-LRD 

Specifically for terrestrial inverts USP(Gill ian Brodie) 
 

Marine IUCN  
 

Marine Invasives – Ballast Water 
Management – legal and policy 

SPREP (Tony Talouli) 
 

3. Common Theme: Species  Recov ery Planning  
 

Our project needs suitably 
experienced people to be part of a 
Recovery Group to enable the 
Samoan swallowtail  butterfly to be 
returned to Samoa. First step is 
writing a Recovery Plan, grow and 
establish the larval food-plant in 
strategic places in Samoa, breed 
and release the butterfly once 
sufficient places and larval food-
plants are in place and established. 
Then on-going monitoring of the 
success of the transfer 

New Zealand Butterfly 
Enterprises Ltd 

Tonga Development Trust 
recommends advertising 
Expressions of Interest. 

Madeline Bottril  (another CEPF 
Grantee) may be able to help with 
monitoring and evaluation. 

 

Tonga Development Trust 

 

Madeline Bottril  (m.bottri ll@uq.edu.au)) 

Translocation and Re-Introduction of 
Species 

- Birds, turtle eggs 

  IUCN (Reintroduction Specialists Group)-SSC,  
NZ-DOC (Ian Stringer),  
Tim New of the La Trobe Uni Melbourne,  
San Diego Zoo,  
Birdli fe,  
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Capac ity Gap Organisation w ith the 
gap 

Potential Solution  Organisations /indiv iduals that can  prov ide 
solutions 

Plants 

 

NTBG(Hawaii),  
SPREP (turtles) 

Holistic Planning: 

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

� Same support for other 
species e.g  Marine species 

Marshall Islands 
Conservation Society 

 Butler-NZ System,  
IUCN, SRG, ISSG,  
NZ-DOC,  
Birdli fe,  
SOP-Manu 

Priority species need list could be 
fed in curriculum –for  student 
practise 

USP  
 

Training Programme /Course in 
Recovery Planning   

Experienced organisations: NatureFiji-
MareqetiViti , SPREP 

Access to specialists of relevant 
species, who can assist either 
through correspondence or a site 
visit. We did this for both the Fiji  
Flying Fox project and the Green 
Iguana project. The experts’ site 
visit proved to be very effective as it 
helped us gather the relevant 
scientific data 

Fiji  Nature Conservation 
Trust (NatureFij i-
MareqetiViti), ), Te 
Ipukarea Society 

Solution: a database or list of 
experts to contact for assistance 
 

-IUCN-SSC 
- Birdli fe 
-RoundTable:  Have collated a list of experts in 
threatened species (Helen Pippard) 
- Experts from other Regions, 
CEPF(Caribbean) 

Need a publication to show the main 
plant biodiversity gaps. 

 

Craig Costion, 
University of Adelaide 

  

Peer Learning -Learning   
exchanges, build capacity 

Anne Gouni, SOP Manu   
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Table 3.  Project Des ign, Management and Repor t ing – Capacity Gaps  and Proposed Solut ions 

Faci li tator /Gate-keeper : Nick Askew  

Capac ity Gap Organisation w ith the 
gap 

Potential Solution  

Common Theme: Projec t des ign and management 
Financial and technical reporting 
and compliance with CEPF rules 

Most grantees! There will be a presentation during the conference by CEPF on this. 

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

Add comments to excel reports into small grants. 

Produce an idiots guide to reporting and FAQs to help grantees. [Potential project -  
but see current FAQ on CEPF web site (copied as Annex 17 below)]. 

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

CI / CEPF to send lessons learnt 2 months before reporting deadline to act as 
reminder and show best practice to grantees. 

Conservation management planning 
– interested in lesson s learned from 
elsewhere 

Palau Conservation 
Society 

Improve mechanisms for sharing reports – low resolution etc. 

Set up exchange / secondment programmes (links to other gaps – e.g. buddy system) 
[Potential project].  

Suggestion from Jill  Key (SPREP): Regional conservation or similar (eg PILN) meeting 
could address this? 

Building conservation strategy for 
species with the construction of 
decision trees 

SOP Manu PCS can help (Anu Gupta) 

Birdli fe International Fundraising handbook very useful (a copy was given to each of 
the participants). 

Nick Askew’s training tomorrow will help (Day 3 Session 7). 

Need for dedicated Fundraising workshops to take projects forwards. 

Start a fundraising network within the Pacific to support and share knowledge 
[Potential project].  

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

Suggestion from Jill  Key (SPREP): Durrel l do this, could do training. They are planning 
francophone ISLA course but have no money 
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Capac ity Gap Organisation w ith the 
gap 

Potential Solution  

Common Theme: Projec t des ign and management 
I would like some training in keeping 
our activities sustainable and long 
term and building this into our 
planning 

Regional Pacific Office 
IUCN/SSC Invasive 
Species Specialist 
Group (Auckland 
Uniservices Ltd). ), Te 
Ipukarea Society 

To review the costs and benefits of running advertising on website to generate core 
income for the project. Nick Askew / BL to help. Could be applied to other 
organizations. [Potential project]. 

Suggestion from Jill  Key (SPREP): a regional peer-learning conservation strategies 
conference? 

Project Management – training in 
key elements of managing a project 

·  NatureFiji-
MareqeViti 

·  Conservation et 
Restauration des 
Iles de Polynesie 

·  The Nature 
Conservancy - 
Micronesia 
Programme  

·  Royal Society for the 
Protection of Birds 

·  IUCN Oceania 
·  National Trust of Fi ji 
·  University of 

Adelaide 
·  Te Ipukarea Society 

Inc 
·  SOP Manu 
·  Tonga Community 

Development Trust 
·  USP 
·  Birdli fe International 

Pacific Programme 
·  SPREP 

Potential project: Need to review existing training opportunities, e.g. 

� Existing in-country training in Fiji-TPAF 

� Many GEF projects have capacity-building elements (Greg Sherley) 

� Dave Butler – some PIP members might be able to help for AIS work, but also to 
provide links to experts for non-AIS 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 
could be resurrected.  

� Unitech & Conservation Leadership Programmes good for future leaders.  

� Packard Foundation currently has grants for review of management processe s.  
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Table 4. Work ing w ith Communit ies  and Other  Stakeholders  – Capacity Gaps  and Proposed Solut ions 

Faci li tator /Gate-keeper : Lei lan i Du ffy  

Capac ity Gap Organisation with 
the gap 

Potential Solution  Who/Organisation 
can offer a solution 

Common Theme: Work ing w ith Communities   
Working with local communities to ensure long-
term sustainabili ty of conservation management 

Understanding communities needs, Cultural values 
and views  

Assessing what communities are getting out of 
these projects  

David Butler 
Associates Ltd 

Joel Miles 

Claudia Sobrevila 
(World Bank) 

·  Depends on Site / Locations  
·  Review and assess current Community 

Conservation Actions 
·  Working with local authorities (district / 

Provincial/ Traditional) and maintain constant 
communication  

SPREP/IUCN 

Birdli fe International 

 

Case studies / Models of Marine Managed Areas to 
Terrestrial systems  

LMMA / CEE, SPC, 
IUCN 

Jil l Key from SPREP: do we need a regional peer-
learning meeting on conservation strategies? 

 

Key elements/tips on conducting effective 
community workshops/awareness  
 

Fi ji  Nature 
Conservation Trust 
(NatureFiji-
MareqetiViti) 

Network of Site support Group  
Engage Development Partners  
Basic Survey Techniques – Turtles  

BirdLife  
FSPI / CI 
SPREP 
NFMV 

Focus on Community needs / knowing someone in 
the community  

SOP Manu Community networks from different islands  
Buying tools / equipment for communities before 
engaging in projects  

SOP Manu 
NFMV 

Innovative mechanisms to assist our newly formed 
Fiji Petrel volunteer scheme which has the 
objective of better integrating our 16 village 
communities into the project and gaining their 
support 

Fi ji  Nature 
Conservation Trust 
(NatureFiji-
MareqetiViti) 

-  Project site Exchange 
-  Community learning Exchange  
-  Community networks from different islands 
-  Development of threatened species network 

(terrestrial) 
-  Replicate activities in different communities 
-  Jil l Key from SPREP suggestion: Peer learning 

with an effective project? 

SPREP / BirdLife  

CSP / MIC 

Pacific Roundtable/ 
IUCN 
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Common Theme: Network ing and Partnerships   
Tangible support to establish and maintain 
international networks that integrate 
complementary initiatives 

Coral Reef Research 
Foundation 

Dave Butler 

PILN 

Threatened Species Network (Terrestrial) - 
roundtable 

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

Networking and developing long term partnerships Tonga Community 
Development Trust 

Jean-Yves Meyer 

PILN 

Database for all  NGOs/organisations with contact 
details, what they do, etc. 

IUCN, SPREP, CI 
(CEPF), ISSG, 
Pacific Roundtable, 
PII, PIP, and MIC 

Dealing with governments  

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

USP – Fiji  Land 
Snails Project 

Joint planning, local roundtable meetings 

Provide structure (e.g. NBSAP, CITES group); 
appoint govt. reps to sit in relevant stakeholders’ 
fora 

Use these entities to involve government 
representatives 

Jil l Key from SPREP: a regional peer-learning 
meeting on conservation strategies? 

PCS – Anu Gupta 

Pacific Roundtable, 
SPREP and IUCN 

 

Dealing with media USP – Fiji  Land 
Snails Project 

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

Taskforce (e.g. Invasive species) 

Media Training (conservation, threatened species, 
invasives) 

CI can assist CEPF grantees with media press 
releases 

Jil l Key from SPREP: SPREP do media li teracy 
training 

SEAWEB / SPREP 
– roundtable / SPC / 
USP / CI – HQ 
through 
communications 
group 

Joel Miles 

SPREP 

CI 

TIS – Jacqui Evans 

Inventory of ecosystems in the Pacific region CI, The Nature 
Conservancy (TNC), 
IUCN 

Conduct an inventory of ecosystems in the Pacific 
region 

ISSG / CI-Pacific 
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Table 5. Other  Capacity Gaps  and Propos ed Solut ions 

Faci li tator /Gate-keeper : Easter Galuvao 

Capac ity Gap Organisation 
w ith the gap 

Potential Solution  

Fund rais ing Opportunities 
Fundraising to achieve sustainable funding after 
the CEPF project ends 

Most grantees ·  SPC/ SPREP Joint Country 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 biodiversity initiatives for Micronesian countries,  

·  GEF 5 – STAR and GEF National Prioritization Formulation Exercise – Get 
involved in the GEF5 National Prioritization Process and ensure key 
biodiversity priorities are adequately reflected in the National GEF5 priorities. 
Get in touch with your National GEF Operational Focal Points for more 
information. 

·  USFS (Micronesia),  

·  LifeWeb (POWPA) Financing Roundtable for Protected Areas.  SPREP, in 
collaboration with LifeWeb, will  be conducting a Financing RoundTable for 
Protected Areas in October. This is an avenue for CEPF grantees to link up 
with. 

·  CBD Strategy for Resource Mobilization is another important strategic process 
which provides an avenue for CEPF grantees to identify and incorporate their 
biodiversity priorities into the national Strategies for Resource Mobil ization 

Proposal development and report writing  ·  CEPF grantees and NGOs to check out the following training opportunities 
available to assist with project proposal and report writing ski l ls: 

�  GEF Country Support Programme 
�  AusAID in-country training 

·  PCS Peer to Peer support  
·  Manual/CD of successful proposals 
·  Develop a proposal for CEPF Small Grants to undertake the training in 

proposal development and report writing 

Communication, advocacy and media    
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Capac ity Gap Organisation 
w ith the gap 

Potential Solution  

Promoting your project and its findings to a 
broader audience 

Most grantees ·  Develop and implement communication strategies and incorporate these as 
one of the key activities for all  CEPF-funded projects 

·  Use the following existing platforms, portals and networks to dissemination 
CEPF project results: 

�  CEPF Small Grants – Lesson s Learnt series 

�  PILN sound bites 

�  SPREP digest, Pacific Environment Information Network (PEIN) 

�  Newsletters and websites 

�  PII Newsletter and website 

·  Seek IT advice on website development 

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

I would be happy to have support in promoting 
the project and our work to other CEPF regional 
initiatives. Since the work we do is for a global 
audience and is focused on sharing lessons 
learned and experiences, this will  play a vital role 
in us being more effective in the work we do in 
the Pacific and to the wider global audience 

Regional 
Pacific Office 
IUCN/SSC 
Invasive 
Species 
Specialist 
Group 
(Auckland 
Uniservices 
Ltd) 

·  Make sure you join the communications clinic on Day 3.  

·  Jill Key from SPREP: Use PILN + do we need a regional peer-learning 
meeting on conservation strategies? 

·  Other potential for support include: 

�  SOPAC, CCL PIR, GIZ 

�  Sione, Dick, Mike and Anne 

�  Merchandising – Dick 

Keeping track of colleagues/experts as they 
move between jobs 

 ·  Use PILN and ISSG – for invasive and others 

·  Develop a “Skill  register” as an activity of the Pacific Island Round Table 
for Nature Conservation 

Developing community-based toolkits and 
manuals (locally appropriate) 

TIS, Manu ·  Use existing toolkits and manuals 

·  Use the CEPF Small Grant to compile and develop toolkits for specific 
areas which are considered as major gaps 

·  Identify a local cultural liaison focal point to provide advice and guidance 
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Capac ity Gap Organisation 
w ith the gap 

Potential Solution  

on cultural protocols 

Need for more Pacific  Is land taxonomis ts 

 

 

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

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

·  Explore the IUCN (Red List) group, reinvigorated PACINET as a possible 
idea, and promote taxonomy at regional/intergovernmental meetings 

Lack of unders tanding and support by poli tical dec is ion makers 

 CRIP ·  Promote Peer learning for example where community leaders from an 
active community share their experiences with communities that are 
currently neither active nor committed to conservation work.  

·  Use the Forum Leaders meeting as an avenue to discuss conservation 
issues. Perhaps a role for the Forum Secretariat 

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

Technical assis tance   

Assessing change in grantees invasive species 
management capacity 

-  Evaluating the effectiveness of capacity 
building 

Pacific 
Invasives 
Initiative 

Madeline Bottril  – M&E 

Approach the AUSTRAL Foundation  (PIP Member – Annette Lees) 

Conduct an Independent evaluation of the impacts / effectiveness CEPF capacity 
building and use the CEPF Small Grants to do this 

Watershed assessment, runoff prevention from 
agricultural practices, and buffering riparian areas 

The Nature 
Conservancy – 
Micronesia 
Programme  

TIS 

Technical assistance to secure from the following organizations: 

·  SPC?  

·  Landcare? 

·  NRCS (Micronesia Challenge) 

·  SPC (Technical assistance) 
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Capac ity Gap Organisation 
w ith the gap 

Potential Solution  

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

Technical support for translation of French and 
Tahitian supports (movies, workbooks, etc) 
realized during the project in English language 
(for dissemination by CEPF) 

Te mana o te 
moana – 
French 
Polynesia 

French-English Translation Services? 

·  CEPF does accept materials / reports in French (SPREP to assist with 
translation – Allan Tye) 

·  Use the IUCN French Committee 

Need to understand more what ‘Gap analysis’ 
means, i f possible’ 

Palau 
Conservation 
Society 

·  POWPA Gap Analysis (James Atherton to share Samoan POWPA Gap 
Analysis report) 

Implementing new requirements under the CBD - 
particularly how it links to current investment 
programs 

Palau 
Conservation 
Society 

·  The following are initiatives in the pipeline that wil l provide guidance and 
support on CBD priorities: 

�  NBSAP Capacity-Building workshops 

�  GEF set aside funds is available to countries to review their NBSAPs. Get 
in touch with your national CBD focal points and NBSAP Coordinators for 
more information 

�  UNEP MEA project - SPREP/ UNEP 

SPREP is liaising closely with the CBD Secretariat on the NBSAP workshop 

Analysing and interpreting climate change data 

 

 

 

 

·  Conduct a Training workshop to 

-  Communicate with existing Climate Change projects to identify common 
problems/solutions 

-  Use Project posters from current workshop to showcase activity in 
conservation areas 

-  Funding for the workshop could be secured from an existing climate change 
project or through a CEPF small Grant  

·  Other potential sources of support: 

�  USP, SPREP, SPC and others 

Reliable renewable energy supply CI Explore and find out more information on Renewable energy possibly from SPC, 
SPREP, GIZ and others 
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4.1 CEPF Grant Management Process meeting (Out put 4.1) 

On the evening of Day 2 a meeting was held between CEPF, CI and grantees that had 
requested in their pre-conference questionnaire that they w ould like to discuss specif ic 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 in relation to various 
aspects of the grant management process.  The upshot from the meeting was that increased 
communication betw een all par t ies  w ould improve the grant management process.  The group 
deemed that it w as not necessary to minute the meeting but were satisf ied 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 focus 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 a w ay forward post-conference in terms of improving 
the way CEPF, CI and the grantees w ork together and enhancing their capacity to joint ly deliver 
and communicate conservation results.  Day 3 also 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 Information about Funding Opportunities relevant to CEPF grantees 

Day 3 began w ith a series of presentations to inform the grantees about funding opportunities 
beyond the CEPF progamme.  The participants 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: 

·  Presentat ion: Funding Opportunit ies for Conservation in the Pacif ic Region – GEF PAS, 
GEF 5 and some general pointers on fundraising.  Greg Shirley, UNEP (refer Annex 11 
for a copy of this presentation) 

·  Presentat ion: GEF Small Grants programme, Katarina Atalifo, GEF Small Grants 
Programme (refer Annex 12 for a copy of this presentation) 

·  Presentat ion: Save our Species Programme, Valerie Hickey, 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: 

·  Talk to GEF focal points in your country – get to know  this person if  you are interested in 
securing GEF funding or being better informed about GEF funded activities in your 
country. 
 

·  Also check this website www.thegef.org 
 

·  SPREP leads the follow ing GEF5 funded projects, if  you are interested in these projects, 
then get in touch w ith Joe Stanley at SPREP (joes@sprep.org): 

o POPS, Hazardous and Solid Waste Management 
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o Micronesia Challenge (ETFs – sustainable funding mechanis m) 
o Pacif ic IAS project 
o Integrated Biodiversity Conservation Project (4 countries - Tuvalu, Cook Islands, 

Nauru, Tonga)  
o Kiribat i – Phoenix Island Protected Area project 

 

5.2 Capacity Build ing Clin ics (Output 2.2) 

The afternoon of Day 3 w as spent in tw o clinics that focussed on the ‘top tw o’ 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 f ield w ere enlisted in the w orkshop to lead these tw o clinics, they were: 

·  Nick Askew, Fundraising Coordinator from Birdlife Internat ional, Suva  
·  Ashwini Prabha-Leopold, Communicat ions 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 detail 
w ith each of their ‘students’ about w hat they felt their specif ic capacity gaps were.  The clinics 
began w ith a presentation 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 communicat ion strategy and a series of 5-minute performances that they could 
carry-out in plenary for a ‘panel of experts’ w hich w 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 CI and 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 
publish  

•  Grantees to consider how they w ill apply their lessons learned and f ill capacity gaps  

• A small grant call for proposals to be held in September 2011- to target gap f illing incl.  
capacity gaps identif ied at this conference 

• CEPF and RIT to expedite contracting for remaining approved grants 

• RIT to  continue publishing and disseminat ing lessons learned documents  

• A CEPF terminal evaluat ion conference to be held in February or March 2013 

• CI Pacif ic to continue to look for donor opportunit ies to continue a funding programme 
post 2013; 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 w ide array of projects are being undertaken across the region, by diverse partners, under the 
CEPF banner, many of w hich are identif ied on the CEPF Polynesia Micronesia w ebsite. 

6.1 Lessons Learned  

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

Work ing w ith Communit ies  and other  Stakeholders .  

·  Ident ify 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 f rom the outset.  Focus on w ays of ensuring that 
the work, on the ground, can continue even w ith no/minimal f inancial inputs  

·  Very important that local communit ies are acknowledged for their part in the project, that 
reporting and disseminat ion of information is presented in dif ferent ways, to ensure that 
they can be presented that is most relevant to each of the communities and other 
stakeholders 

 Project Des ign  

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 determining solutions, but 
maybe less good at identifying realistic timeframes and providing suff icient capacity to deliver 
those solutions. So, in order to reduce these problems, when thinking about projects  

·  BE REALISTIC not OVER A mbit ious   
·  Set SMART objectives (Specif ic, Measurable, Actionable, Relevant and Time-bound) 

·  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 get to understand w hat they are trying to 
achieve 

Comm unicat ions .   

·  EFFECTIV E Communication 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.  Yet it is of ten the part that gets dropped from a project if  funds become tight 

·  There are a variety of means of communicating.  Do not just focus on presentations, 
posters or reports (although these can be very effective).  Look at other opportunit ies.   

·  Constant communication w ith the fund providers (in this case both CEPF and RIT) by 
grantees is a must.  Not only does it maintain good relat ions, but there is lot of  
information/know ledge that the fund providers can extend 

·  Consider ways to measure the impact of communication plans  
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6.2 Priority capacity needs/requirements. 

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  – Financial and technical reporting and compliance w ith funders rules. 

Medium  – Promoting project and its f indings 

Low – Project management.   

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, etc. 
·  IAS techniques  
·  Communication  
·  Community and stakeholder involvement 
·  Co-ordinat ion  

 
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 f ill many of these capacity gaps.  In addit ion a 
range of possible solutions for remedying some of the capacity gaps w ere identif ied.  Some of 
these w ill be taken forward as proposals at the next call for applications for funding. 
 
Note that, w ithin the region, the Pacif ic 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  Fundrais ing 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 communication 
skills for individuals to best present their project f indings, etc.  Workshops designed to give 
grantees opportunities to develop some aspects of the key requirements w ere organised.   

 

  



CEPF Mid-term  Review  Conference 

38 
 
 

7 Specif ic Recommendations 

7.1 Invasives. 

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

·  An assessment of island eradication priorities for Polynesia similar to that done by Island 
Conservation for Micronesia  

7.2 Communications 

·  Produce a manual to provide best practice on how  to communicate conservation 
projects in the Pacif ic. 

·  There is a need to better communicate the NBSAP activit ies to w ider communities in the 
Pacif ic. 

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 ork w ithin the Pacif ic to support and share knowledge.  
·  Review  the costs and benef its 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 assess current Community Conservation Actions to identify 

recommendations for best practice. 

·  Compare and contrast models of Marine Managed Areas w ith Terrestrial Community 
Conservation systems, and identify examples of best practice that might transfer from 
one environment to the other.  

·  Develop a proposal for CEPF Small Grants to provide training in proposal development 
and report writing generally.  

·  Undertake Social Market ing (Cost benef it analysis) on invasive species including other 
key biodiversity priorities and share the f indings and outcomes w ith polit ical leaders and 
decision makers 

·  Conduct an Independent evaluation of the impacts / ef fectiveness of CEPF capacity 
building and use the CEPF Small Grants to do this 
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Annex 1 – Conference Part icipants 
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Annex 3 – Opening ceremony.   

Opening Speech by Hon. Samuela Saumatua, Min ister  for Local 
Government, Urban Development, Housing and Environment 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen, good morning and bula vinaka to the Execut ive Director of Conservation 
Internat ional’s Pacif ic Islands Program in 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 part icipants and 
observers. It  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 w arm 
welcome to Fiji on behalf  of  my Government to all of  you, especially those who are visiting our 
beautiful islands for the f irst 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 immense value for 
the broader conservation 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 ident ify priority capacity needs for conservation 
projects and also for CEPF, CI Pacif ic and their partners to assess investment gaps in the 
CEPF project portfolio and to determine how  to f ill those gaps.  I 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 problems that arise w ith 
Invasive Alien Species. So I am encouraged that the National Trust for Fiji and Nature Fiji 
Mareqet iViti are using CEPF funds to w ork 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 I 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 w ith the concept of Protected Areas here in the Pacific.  I hope 
and anticipate that the conclusions from the Protected Area Committee w ill be helpful not just 
for Fiji but for other countries in the Pacif ic region as w ell.    

In looking at the projects that have been funded by CEPF to date, I note that more than 
US$700,000 has so far been allocated to nine projects in Fiji.  Grantees include 
NatureFiji/Mareqet iViti, National Trust for Fiji, USP and BirdLife Pacif ic.  I am encouraged that 
each and every one of these projects addresses issues covered in Fiji’s NBSA P.  To those of 
you w ho have come from outside of Fiji, I 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 am impressed w ith the extent to w hich it 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 ork to promote conservation and the 
environment in the Pacif ic and for the Pacif ic.  I commend the Conservation International 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.   

I note that you have a lot on the agenda so, w ithout 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 , CI Pacif ic, 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 Internat ional Pacif ic Islands Programme, I 
am very pleased that the location for this meeting is Lami, w here we are engaged in a 
collaboration w ith SPREP on a project involving ecosystem-based adaptation to climate change. 
I w ant to sincerely thank the team at the Bird Life International Pacif ic Partnership for helping to 
coordinate this meeting and for dealing w ith all the complex logistics involved in getting 30 odd 
participants safely here to Fiji. In particular I w ould like to thank Don and Mark  f rom Bird Life 
and Nicky, from Environment Consultants Fiji, w ho w ill be our facilitator for the next few days. I’d 
also like to acknowledge the efforts of James, Leilani and Siniva from the CI off ice in Samoa in 
preparing for this meeting  
 
I w ould like to provide some background on the Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund’s 
investment in the Pacif ic Islands region. CEPF is a global conservation fund for conservation in 
terrestrial biodiversity hotspots - its funds are administered by Conservation Internat ional 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 CI itself . 
 
The Polynesia-Micronesia hotspot is one of 34 global terrestrial b iodiversity hotspots, w here 
high levels of biodiversity are coupled w ith high levels of threat. The  Polynesia-Micronesia 
hotspot is notorious for losing more species to extinction in recent t imes than any other  
biodiversity hotspot in the world.  
 
The $6 million USD CEPF fund w as 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 critically threatened terrestrial species and sites. Since the launch, 
approximately 4.3 million USD has been committed to 58 projects. About $1.7 million USD is 
still to be allocated.  Thus this conference is an excellent opportunity to take stock of progress 
and to focus on using the remaining t ime and funds in the most effective way possible. 
 
CI Pacif ic has been continually involved since the very beginning of CEPF’s investment in the 
Pacif ic in 2003, when preparation of the investment strategy or ecosystem profile 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 w ith 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 CEPF investment in 2008.  
  
The CEPF program is one of CI Pacif ic’s most important programs, because it funds 
critical conservation action that wouldn’t otherw ise 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 reports for many of the 
CEPF and CI Pacific funded biodiversity conservation projects.  We are formally launching the 
f irst 10 reports today, and they are all on display here on the side. We w ill continue to publish 
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 identif ied and w e hope that this conference w ill provide ideas on how  to f ill 
such gaps and also how  to improve our support to grantees. 
 
I w ould like to briefly clarify CI Pacif ic’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 entities 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 their 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 Pacif ic and includes SPREP, Bird Life Pacif ic, USP, 
UNEP, the Pacif ic Invasives Partnership, the Micronesia Conservation Trust and others. I want 
to take this opportunity to thank our RIT partners for their signif icant contributions and ongoing 
commitment to help us manage this funding program to the highest possible standard. 
 
Most importantly I w 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 signif icant achievements, 
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 birds, plants, reptiles, mammals, butterf lies and  land snails, including 
the development and implementation of numerous threatened species recovery plans; and also 
improving the management of many key conservation areas and sites. In most cases you have 
built strong and enduring partnerships w ith the local community and w ith national government 
departments to implement these complex projects. You w ill be able to hear all about these 
successes over the coming days from your colleagues here.  
 
In conclusion I w ish you all a very useful and informative meeting w ith 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 I have great pleasure in 
presenting you w ith the f irst in the biodiversity conservation lessons learned series, which 
appropriately is a conservation plan for a  Fijian species, in this case  the rare and beaut iful Fiji 
f lying fox or Mirimiri f rom Taveuni. 
 
Vinaka vaka levu. 
 
 

�
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Annex 4 – Presentation: Managing CEPF projects – a view from 
Washington, John Watkin, CEPF 
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Annex 5 – Presentation: CEPF Polynesia-Micronesia Overview / 
History, James Ather ton, 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 opportunit ies, Leilani Duffy, Conserv ation International 
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Annex 7 - Presentation: A summary of the lessons learned from 
feedback and repor ts already received from CEPF grantees, James 
Atherton, Conserv ation International 
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Annex 8 - Presentation: Financial and Technical Repor t ing to CEPF – 
an overview and t ips (do’s and dont’s).  John Watkin. 
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Annex 9 - Overv iew of the f indings of the Capacity Assessment 
Questionnaire, Leilani Duffy, Conserv ation International 
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Annex 10 - Capacity-build ing Opportunities in the Context of the 
Pacif ic region – PILN and PII, Posa Skelton, Souad Boudjelas and 
Alan Tye, SPREP 
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Annex 11 - Presentation: Funding Opportunities for  Conservation in 
the Pacif ic Region – GEF PAS, GEF 5 and some general pointers on 
fundraising.  Dr  Greg Sher ley, UNEP 
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Annex 12 - Presentation: GEF Small Grants programme, Katar ina 
Atalifo , UNDP  
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Annex 13 – Notes from Presentation: Save our  Species Programme, 
Valer ie 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 
 

o < $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, Bird life Interational 
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Annex 15 - Presentation: The Do’s and Don’ts of Communications, 
Ashwini Prabha-Leopold, Communications Consultant, Suv a 
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Annex 16 – Presentation: Where to from Here, James Ather ton, 
Conservation International 
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9 Annex 17.  Frequently Asked Questions for  Current CEPF 
Grantees. 

Contents 

FAQ for Current CEPF Grantees ............................................... Error! Bookmark not defined .�

Reporting Requirements & Grant Management ........................................................................... 88�

When are my reports due?..........................................................................................................88�

When will I  receive payment? ....................................................................................................88�

I  will not be able to submit my report  on t ime.  Can I  receive an extension? ..................................89�

Workplan and Grant Agreement ................................................................................................... 89�

I  need to make some changes to my project – what should I  do? ...................................................89�

I ’ m about to purchase some expensive equipment that I  had budgeted for.  Are there any rules about 
this? .........................................................................................................................................89�

I  have underspent in the Supplies line item, and would like to re-allocate some of these funds to the 
Salaries line item, where I  have overspent.  Is this permitted?.......................................................89�

The exchange rate has changed and has signif icant ly reduced the value of my CEPF funds.  Can I 
receive more money?.................................................................................................................89�

We were able to raise addit ional funds to contribute to this project.  Where do I  record this in the 
f inancial report? ........................................................................................................................90�

My grant is closing.  Can I apply for more funds?........................................................................90�

Grant Writer .................................................................................................................................. 90�

Installation and Opening Project Data-files – Offline users only ............................................. 90


How come the Grant Writer data f ile you sent me won’t open?  I double-click on the f ile and a 
window appears prompting me to select a program from a list . .....................................................90�

I  can’t seem to open a data f ile sent by someone for me to review.  I  t ry opening it  in Grant Writer 
and I  get a message about this “ not being a valid Grant Writer f ile” .  What do I  do? ......................90�

Do I  have to be online (connected to the Internet) in order to work in Grant Writer? ......................90�

How can I  start a new proposal in Grant Writer?  I  see an opt ion for opening an exist ing project, but 
not an opt ion to create a new one. ...............................................................................................90�

Application and Reporting Worksheets .................................................................................... 91


I  am trying to access the report ing worksheets from the “ Forms” menu, but nothing happens when I 
click on the dif ferent reports.  How can I access these report ing forms? ........................................91�

I  am current ly using Grant Writer to report  on an approved project, but I need to change some things 
in the applicat ion due to an amendment to our contract.  How can I  edit the applicat ion worksheets?  
Grant Writer doesn’t seem to let me change anything...................................................................91�

I  have some old applicat ion templates in Microsoft  Word and Excel from a previous project 
application.  Can’t I  just develop my proposal using those instead of Grant Writer? .......................91�

Where can I f ind instruct ions for creat ing a well-designed proposal? ............................................91�
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Saving, Backing Up, Technical Requirements – Offline users only ........................................ 91


Where is my grant applicat ion being saved when I  use Grant Writer? ...........................................91�

How can I  backup or copy my grant applicat ion?  I ’ve put many hours of work into this proposal and 
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1 Repor ting Requirements &  Grant Management 

When are my reports due? 

Your report ing requirements are in your contract.  If  you are unsure of what a provision in your contract 
means, please contact your Grant Coordinator. 

All CEPF grantees are required to submit quarterly f inancial reports, and the deadline after the end of the 
quarter.  These dates are January 30, April 30, July 30, and October 30.  The frequency of performance 
report ing is unique to each grant.  Your f inal complet ion report and f inal f inancial report will be due 60 
days after the closure date of your grant. 

When will  I recei ve payment? 

CEPF will process your initial payment as soon as we receive the countersigned agreement back from 
you.   

Subsequent payments are requested in your f inancial reports.  The amount in “Advance Received”  is what 
your next payment will be.  This amount is calculated by subtract ing your closing balance (the cash you 
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have left  on hand) from your projected expenditures (how much money you think you will need for the 
next several months). 

Please allow two weeks from the t ime you submit your report  to receive your payment.  Errors in reports 
will need to be corrected and will cause delays in receiving your payment.   

 

I  will  not be able to submit my report  on time.  Can I  receive an extensi on? 

We cannot grant extensions to reporting deadlines as this is a contractual obligat ion.  We understand that 
some delays are inevitable, but please do the best you can to report by the deadline.  CEPF places high 
importance on t imely report ing and we do track statist ics on report ing compliance for each grantee.  I f 
you foresee dif f iculty in submitt ing your report  by the deadline, please contact your grant coordinator, 
who may be able to assist you. 

2 W ork plan and Grant Agreement 

I  need to make some changes to my project – what shoul d I  do? 

Please contact your Grant Director.  Depending on the circumstances, a formal amendment to the grant 
agreement may need to be processed. 

 

I ’ m about to purchase some expensi ve equi pment that I had budgeted for .  Are there any rules 
about thi s? 

Yes.  Please consult the procurement guidelines in your grant agreement.  CEPF closely regulates the 
purchases of goods and services with a cost of  $5,000 or more, and failure to comply can result in 
additional requirements or consequences.  I f  you have quest ions about the procurement guidelines, please 
contact your grant coordinator. 

 

I  have underspent in the Supplies line item, and woul d like to re-all ocate some of these funds to the 
Salaries line i tem, where I  have overspent.  Is this permit ted? 

You may reallocate up to 15% of your budget between line items without prior approval from CEPF, 
however it  is important that you let your grant director know and explain the realignment in the comments 
sect ion of your report .  Addit ionally, when redistribut ing the funds, please keep any programmatic 
implicat ions in mind and be sure you are st ill in compliance with our procurement guidelines. 

I f  you need to realign more than 15%, you need prior approval f rom your grant director.  Please send a 
formal request with proposed changes to your budget.   

 

The exchange rate has changed and has signi fi cantl y reduced the value of my CEPF funds.  Can I 
r ecei ve more money? 

Unfortunately, CEPF cannot fund currency exchange rate f luctuat ions.  Please contact your grant director 
for help in making a plan to maximize your remaining funds.  Please be sure to always document the 
exchange rate you are using when creat ing your project budget. 
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We were able to raise additi onal  funds to contri bute to thi s project.  Where do I record this in the 
f inanci al  repor t? 

Congratulat ions on successfully leveraging addit ional funds, but only CEPF funds should be recorded in 
the CEPF reports.  You will have an opportunity to report  leveraged funding in your f inal completion 
report . 

 

My grant is cl osing.  Can I  apply for  more funds? 

A specif ic amount of funds are allocated for investment in each region, which is designed to last for f ive 
years.  Once all funds have been distributed and we reach the f ive-year mark, the region is “ closed”  and 
we no longer accept letters of inquiry. 

Please check our website to see if  your region is st ill accept ing letters of inquiry.  I f so, you may submit 
another letter of  inquiry for considerat ion.  If  your region is no longer accept ing LOIs, please contact your 
grant director, as he or she may be aware of addit ional sources of funding that may be able to support 
your project. 

3 Grant Wri ter   

3.1 I nstal lation and Opening Project Data-files – Offl ine users only 

 
How come the Grant Wri ter  data file you sent me won’t  open?  I  double-cli ck on the fi le and a 
window appears prompting me to select a program from a li st . 

Grant Writer data f iles cannot be accessed by double-clicking on the file.  You must f irst  launch the Grant 
Writer program from your Start  button (Start � Programs� CEPF Grant Writer), then open the project 
f rom within Grant Writer (File� Open Project). 
 
I  can’t  seem to open a data file sent by someone for  me to review.  I  t r y opening it  i n Grant W riter 
and I  get a message about thi s “ not being a vali d Grant Wri ter  file” .  W hat do I  do? 

Check the extension of the f ile sent to you for review.  I f it  ends in .html, it ’ s most likely a read-only copy 
of a Grant Writer proposal that cannot be opened from within Grant Writer.  To view a read-only (.html) 
version of a proposal or report , simply open the f ile in Internet Explorer or another web browser.  
Usually, just double-clicking the f ile will launch your browser and display the Grant Writer applicat ion 
for review. 
 
Do I have to be online (connected to the Internet) in order to work in Grant W ri ter? 

No, you do NOT have to be online if  you downloaded the Grant Writer software and installed it on your 
PC.  You should have everything you need to work on your proposal on your computer (the Grant Writer 
software and your applicat ion data f ile).  Even though Grant Writer works through your internet browser 
(Internet Explorer), it is working completely off line and is writ ing to a data f ile located on your hard 
drive. 
However, you do need to be connected to the internet to send your data f ile to a peer for review or to 
submit your applicat ion to CEPF. 
 
How can I start  a new proposal  in Grant W riter?  I see an opti on for opening an exist ing project, 
but not an opti on to create a new one. 
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Grant Writer does not allow for the creat ion of a new project.  The program can only be used to complete 
existing applicat ion data f iles sent to you by CEPF after being invited to Part  2 of our applicat ion process.  
The f irst step in request ing project funding from CEPF is to submit a letter of  inquiry.  For guidelines, 
visit http://www.cepf.net/xp/cepf/apply/index.xml. 
 
 

3.2 Appl i cation and Reporting Worksheets 

 
I  am trying to access the repor ting worksheets fr om the “Forms”  menu, but nothing happens when 
I  cli ck  on the dif ferent repor ts.  How can I access these repor ting forms? 

When you are in the application phase of your project, the report ing forms are disabled and cannot be 
accessed.  I f  your project is approved, CEPF will send you a new Grant Writer data f ile that has the 
report ing worksheets enabled and the application worksheets locked.   
 
I  am cur rentl y using Grant Wri ter  to repor t  on an approved project, but I  need to change some 
things in the appl ication due to an amendment to our contract.  How can I edi t the appli cati on 
worksheets?  Grant W ri ter doesn’t seem to let me change anything. 

Grant Writer report ing f iles are sent to the grantee with all the application forms locked to represent the 
project plan exact ly as it is out lined in your grant agreement.  I f  an amendment will occur, you will be 
sent a new report ing data f ile that has been adjusted by CEPF according to the terms of your amendment.  
Contact your grant director if you have not received a new report ing data f ile. 
 
I  have some ol d application templates in Mi crosoft  Word and Excel fr om a previ ous project 
appli cation.  Can’ t I just devel op my proposal  using those instead of Grant W riter? 

No.  Unless you were specif ically told to use the Word and Excel format templates, CEPF will not accept 
applicat ions submitted in those formats.  If  you received a Grant Writer data file when you were invited to 
Part 2 of the application process, you are expected to complete and submit your applicat ion using Grant 
Writer. 
 
Where can I f ind instructi ons for  creat ing a well -desi gned proposal ? 

Your installat ion of CEPF Grant Writer contains general information and instruct ions for f illing out each 
worksheet, including gui delines for developing a sound project proposal and log frame.  Anywhere you 
see an icon with a quest ion mark (?), click the icon to bring up the help f ile for that part icular sect ion. 
 
 

3.3 Saving, Backing Up, Technical  Requi rements – Offl ine users only 

 
Where is my grant appli cati on being saved when I use Grant Wri ter? 

Your applicat ion is being saved in the data f ile that was originally sent to you in an e-mail from 
cepfsupport@conservat ion.org.  The data f ile has a .gwa extension.  When you are working in Grant 
Writer, the program is saving your work to that data file each t ime you press Save.   
 
How can I  backup or copy my grant application?  I ’ ve put many hours of work into thi s proposal 
and I  don’ t want to l ose it  shoul d my laptop crash. 
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Your ent ire grant applicat ion or approved grant reporting information is stored in the data f ile for your 
project.  The f ile has a .gwa extension.  You can copy that data f ile to a f loppy disk, burn it  to a CD, e-
mail it  to a friend, or save it  to your organization’ s network servers just like you would any other 
electronic f ile (like a Word or Excel document). 
 
What are the software and hardware requirements for  installing CEPF Grant Wri ter? 

Current ly, Grant Writer is compatible with both PCs and Macintosh computers, and works with most 
internet browsers (Internet Explorer, Firefox, etc).  It is not yet available for Windows Vista, and it  may 
not funct ion properly with older versions of Windows.  I f  you experience problems, please contact your 
grant coordinator.    
 
Grant W riter  tells me I  need to upgrade to a more recent version of Internet Expl orer.  Where can 
I  download the cur rent version of Internet Expl orer? 

You can obtain the most recent version of Internet Explorer by visit ing Microsoft ’ s Internet Explorer 
download page at:  http://www.microsoft .com/windows/ie/default .asp 
 
 

3.4 Sending, Submi tting, and Printing 

 
How do I  send a copy of my Grant W ri ter  grant appli cation to someone for  review? 

There are two opt ions: 
 
First, if  the reviewer simply needs to read your applicat ion and does not need to make any changes to it, 
you should use the File� Send to A Peer feature within Grant Write and select  “ A read-only copy of the 
applicat ion in HTML format”.  This will send a copy of your proposal (or whichever worksheet you 
designate) as a read-only HTML f ile.  The recipient does not need to have Grant Writer installed to view 
your proposal – they simply need any browser such as Internet Explorer or Netscape Navigator. 
 
The second opt ion is suitable when you need to send your proposal to someone for them to actually edit  
the proposal or complete a port ion of it .  To send your actual data f ile, simply choose the File� Send to A 
Peer and select “My actual applicat ion data, which must be viewed using the CEPF Grant Writer 
software.”  This will send an exact copy of the data f ile you are current ly working with, which must be 
opened using the Grant Writer software. 
 
To whom do I  send my appli cation when I  am fini shed with all  the forms? 

Please do not e-mail the applicat ion to your grant director or to any other CEPF e-mail address unless 
specif ically requested to do so.  Rather, open your project applicat ion in Grant Writer and select 
File� Submit to CEPF.  When the submission window appears, conf irm that you are done by checking 
the “Yes, I  am f inished”  box and hit  “Submit”.  This will send your applicat ion direct ly into our database 
and is by far the best way to ensure we receive and begin processing your applicat ion.  Remember, you 
must be connected to the internet in order to submit your applicat ion. 
 
When I  t r y to submit my grant appli cation to CEPF, I  r ecei ve a message sayi ng “ A completed 
submissi on for this application is al ready being reviewed by CEPF”  and that I  can’ t submi t again 
wi thout notifying CEPF.  What does this mean? 
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I t means that you have previously submitted the applicat ion and it  is marked as “ Final” in our system.  I f 
you need to submit again because of revisions, contact your grant director.  They can mark the exist ing 
submission as “ Not Final”  which will allow you to immediately resubmit your application. 
 
When I  t r y to submit my applicati on or send i t  to a peer, a window appears that reads 
“ Processing…”  but it  just stalls and never  does anything.  What shoul d I  do? 

There is a problem with your data f ile that is prevent ing it  f rom being submitted into our tracking 
database.  Usually, this problem can be resolved easily.  Just e-mail cepfsupport@conservat ion.org with a 
descript ion of your problem and we will assi st  you with resolving it  so your data f ile can be sent or 
submitted.  
 
Can I  export  my proposal  into MS W ord so I  can print  it  and send i t to others? 

Grant Writer doesn’t have an export  feature.   I f you want a nicely formatted version of your proposal for 
printing, simply select File� Print  Preview Ent ire Project (or Current Form if  you only want to print  one 
worksheet).  The result  is an html f ile ready-to-print .  You should see a Print button on the f irst  page, but 
if  it is not there, just right-click anywhere on the page and choose Print . 
 
I f  you’ d like to send a similarly formatted version of your proposal/reports to others, select File� Send to 
a Peer and select “ A read-only copy of the applicat ion in HTML format” .  This allows you to send a read-
only, formatted version of your proposal that can be viewed without the Grant Writer software. 
 
How do I  print  a copy of my proposal ? 

Select File� Print  Preview Ent ire Project (or Current Form if  you only want to print one worksheet).  The 
result  is an html f ile ready-to-print .  You should see a Print button on the f irst  page, but if  it  is not there, 
just right-click anywhere on the page and choose Print . 
 
When I  print  my proposal , the boxes and frame borders that are visi ble on the print  preview screen 
do not pri nt.  How can I  make those print  so my budget and LogFrame are easier to read? 

The lines and borders that you see on the screen are background graphics.  As such, they will only print  if  
your browser is set to print  background colors and images.  I f Internet Explorer is your browser, open it  
and go to Tools� Internet Opt ions� Advanced and scroll down to the Print  sect ion where you should see 
an entry for Print Background Colors and Images.  Make sure the box next to this entry is checked, then 
click OK.  The boxes and lines will now print with your proposal. 
 

3.5 Grant Wri ter Onl ine users 

 
Where is my grant appli cati on being saved when I use Grant Wri ter  Online? 

 The information you write in your online proposal or reports will be saved to our server.  You will be 
able to access any information you saved to Grant Writer Online during a previous session when you log 
back in to GEM.  
 
How can I  get a hard copy of the Grant W ri ter  file for my records? 

At any t ime you can obtain an html version of the proposal or report  by using the “ Send to a Peer” 
funct ion.  If  for some reason you need the actual data f ile (which can only be opened by downloading 
Grant Writer), please contact your grant coordinator. 
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I  know I  submi t ted my Quar ter 1 report  on time, but when I l ogged in today to work  on my 
Quar ter  2 report , I coul d not open i t  because Quar ter 1 was still  marked as un-submi tted.  What 
happened? 

When using Grant Writer online, it  is necessary to save your work at least twice – at least once before you 
submit the report  to CEPF, and once after. You need to reopen the report  you just submitted and click 
“ save”  one more t ime.  This way, you are not only saving the data you entered, but also the successful 
submission of the report.  Your grant coordinator can assist  you with correct ing this problem when you 
see it , but to prevent it  in the future, be sure to always hit  “ save”  even after submitt ing.   
 

 


