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1 Executive Summary

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

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

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

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

Imp ke mentation Team (RIT).

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

Tw enty-seven of the 36 grantees who had been managing a project under the CEPF Polynesia-
Micronesia Hotspot programme and had responded to a 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 detaied, extensive agendaw as developed for the meeting to ensure that potential
grantees w ere w ellaw are of the objectives and planned outcomes fromthe meeting (Annex 2).
An additional bonus w as that representatives from the World Bank also attended as part of their
assessment of CEPF programmes.

To date US$4.3 nillion have been committed to projects under the CEPF programme in
Polynesia- Mcronesia. 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 Drections 2, Sites
and 3, Species. Afurther US$1.7 million is available for redistribution. The majority of this will
be apportioned folowing the cal for applications in March 2011 with a final call, for small
projects, likely in September 2011.

A key message throughout the conference was that increasing the levels of communication
betw een all organisations involved in the grant processw ould benefit all parties. Meeting 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 benefits w ithin the region. Each
partner has its own restictions on how it can deliver these benefits. Successful projects
minimise the impact of these 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

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

identified a number of further Lessons Learned for future reporting. These discussions have
been summarised n 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 (Tables2 & 3). It
was clear that many of the gaps could be filled through communication with other grantees,

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

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

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

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

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

participate in and benefit from conserving some of the world’s most critical ecosystems. CEPF
is a joint initiative of I'Agence Frangaise de Développement, Conservation International, the

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

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

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

highly threatened terrestrial areas. CEPF’s current grant progranme for the Polynesia-
Micronesia Hotspot is roughly mid-way through its lfetime. As such CEPFs Grant
Coordinator/Regional Implementation Team, Conservation Internationals Pacific Islands
Programme, w ere required to organise a mid-term review workshop of the projects funded
under this programme. The RIT sub-contracted Bird Life International to help co-ordinate the
event.

2.1 Conference Goal

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

The Conference also enabled the CEPF grantees to:

e share and act on lessons kearned

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

e explore fundraising opportunities to continue the w ork of the projects

e discuss with CEPF and the RIT ways to make inprovements to the coordination of their
work

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

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

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

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

Conference Objectives

Outputs

1. To share our experiences and, in particular,

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

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

3. To give CEPF and the ClI Pacific Regional
Implementation Team an opporiunity to meet
with grantes in the Polynesia-Micronesia
Hotspot and to see first-hand the achievements
that CEPF support has provided to grantees in
the Pacific

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

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

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

1.1 Alist of positive and negaive lessons learred

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

1.2 Anindication of how theselessonslearned
will be appliedthrough actionsto resolve

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

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

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

3.1 CEPF and Cl Paciicto haw greater
awarenress of the achievements of CEPF projects

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

4.1 CEPF andgrantees to have agreedon
improvementsto the grant managemernt process

in terms of howthe communicate and coordinate.

5.1 Grantees have a betterunderstandng of
CEPF funding opporturities

6.1 Grantees have a betterunderstandng of other
funding opportunities in the region

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

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

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

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

3.1

3.2

Opening address.

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

Develbopment, Housing and Environment, Colonel Samuela Saumatua. Mike Donoghue,

Cl Pacific Executive Director responded. This placed the conference in a regional
perspective —indicating the processes w ithin w hich the governments in the region w ork to
deliver their conservation requirements (Annex 3).

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

The day continued w ith a series d presentations to set the context. Mike Donoghue opened the
sectionw 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 admnistered 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 Cl itsef.

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

The $7 milion CEPF fund was launched for the Polynesia-Micronesia Hotspot in
September 2008 and will 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 time and funds in the nost effective way
possible.

Cl Pacific 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 profile

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

endorsements from 14 countries in the region betw een 2005-2007; to w arking with
CEPF to manage a $1 million funding programme in 2006 on invasive species

manage ment; and the launch of the full five-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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e CEPF Polynesia-Mcronesia Overview History, A short history d the Polynesia-
Micronesia Hotspot programme and a summary of the investment strategy including

strategic directions and conservation targets, James Atherton, Conservation
International (Annex 5)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

o g~ w0 b=

7. Adopt a stepw ise approach to planning and imple menting projects

8. Separate operational plan fromeradication...

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 flow

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

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

11
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14. Continuous contactw 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 flexible and allow activities to be changed as necessary

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

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

19. Many donors don't fund salaries

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

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

e More surveys of nore islands: invasive species and native biodiversity. Specific needs
include up-to-date information for the Southern Line Islands and an assessment of island
eradication priorities for Polynesia similar to that dane by Island Conservation for Mcronesia.

¢ Refine and yodate he ecosystem profile far the Polynesia-Micronesia Hotspot.

Who needsto receve these recommendations?
Grant applicants and donors (implementing organisations), CEPF and other donors.

12
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2.3.2Project Design, Management and Reporting

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

General Discussion Points:
Time issues
e Project planning — Often grantee skill level is not sufficient to cope w ith meeting the
standards required of modern project application procedures
¢ Not enough time to implement increasing activities — The project tends to grow after
inception and the time/resources available become progressively restrictive and prevent
conpletion
e Luckas a factor — it needs to be recognized that ad-hoc and unforeseen factors do play
a significant role inthe success of a project such as cyclones, accident etc.
e Project design tends to:
- be over ambitious
- have high expectations
- havetoo many specified outputs

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

Scoping issues
e Issue of funding and practical constraints such as purchasing, employ ment etc.
e Where possible, use the log-frame modelas a project planning disciplinary tool to make

sure of the best possible output. This may depend on the size of the project as to
w hether it isw orthw hile (small ones may not justify).

Communications issues

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

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

- Do organisations put sufficient time and resources into communications ?

- Preparing a formal exit strategy is important

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

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

13
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Recommendations:

Project Design-related Recommendations for all conservation projects in the Pacific

1.

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

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

Formal project plan — set specific and realistic timelines

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

bound)

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

Take a phased approachto dealw ith scoping and planning:

- Approach as process

- Plan a realistic inception phase

- Small grant for follow -upw ith bigger scale projects

Assess capacity d team vis a vis project

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

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

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

Communications+elated Recommendations for all conservation projects in the Pacific

1.

Effective communication means imparting information that results in changed be haviour

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

firstwhenever funds become tight).

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

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

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

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

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

8. Establish asupport netw ork of experts/supporters for the project (any project), this
could take the formof a netw orkor 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 pacifc.

2.3.3 Working with Communities and other Stakeholders

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

Recommendations:

1. Hdentify and Engage with Communities & Stakeholders
+ Community involvement/engage ment and aw areness (on all project stages)
* Need partnership with relevant stakeholders before starting fieldw ork
» Building trust (spend time with communities)
» Anticipate and manage conflict
+ Follow and respectprotocols
» Clear understanding of government decision- making
* Identify key influential people in the community
* Avoid negative incentives (e.g. providing alcohol)
2. Project Sustainability

* Identify and communicate benefits to community (cultural, economic, aternative
livelihoods)

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

» Linking species conservation to cultural preservation

* Faciitate cadllaboration betw een local communities and governnment
3. Acknowledgement, reporting and disse mination

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

* Recognising and acknow ledging traditional know ledge

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

+ These issues apply to all projects

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

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

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

4 Day 2 Records — Output 2.1

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

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

the Day 3 exercise.

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

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

CEPF Mid-term Review Conference

Capacity Needs Need by Potential Solutions Offer by

Funding

e Sustainable financing PILN, Dave Buler, | e Grantsto support partners Conservation

e Individual/organisation skills James Atherton, e Fundraising training Internationd, Nick
e Money Joel Miles, Shyama Aslew [2]

L[]

Disconnect between UN Funding
mechanism and locd needs

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

Communication

e Pubiic relations James Atherton, e Media training Tamara Ooorne,
e Media Joel Mikes, Shyama e Communicaion training SPREP (Nanette
e Speakclearly and understandably Pagad, IlUCN, e Communicaion andtalks Woonton, Seema
e Communicate to all gakeholders Gilianne Brodie, Deo), Brian
e Promoting success Alan Ty, Anne Patrick, Jaoqui
e Awareness of politicians on gecies Gouni [7] Evans[4]
e Communicaion system linksto remote
sites
Technical support
e Lackofinformation onlocal flora/fauna Irma Matua, Nick e Maiine invasve species Posa Skelton,
e Eradcation and control methods for Askew MareqeiViti, e Technical skillsin temestrial conservation, species Dave Butler,
eradcation IUCN, Gilianne recovery management Conservation

Policy and advocacy

Expertise bat identification

Pacific islands taxonomists
Scientific methods invariousissues
Bait stations

Training on how to control Invasive Aien
Spedes

Brodie, Anne Gouni,
TIS[7]

e Technical expertise in conservation stting, drategic
planning, invasive species and managementissues
e Expertise in Environment Impact Assessments and
biological surveys, GIS and change detection
e Knowedge of invasive plants
Pesticide application
Dataand information management
e Data sourcing and mining
e Weed contrd (sitebased)

Internationd,
James Atherton,
Jod Miles,
Shyama Pagad
(IUCN-ISSG),
Tamara Osorne,
IUCN, Coral Reef
Research
Foundation, USP,
Birdlife
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Capacity Needs Need by Potential Solutions Offer by
Publication review Internationd, Alan
Red Listing training Tye Brian
e Expertise onfish spawning aggregation, aerial surveys, Patrlc_k, Pacific
matine invertebrates, bathymetic mapping, marine Invasives
lakes Initiative, Greg
e Advice on taxonomyand tools to use Shedey, TIS [16]
e Assist with bird-bandng issues
e Spedes (birds) survey and monitoring
e Birdand plant conservation, research and management
¢ Insect surveyin a cost-effecive mamer
e Formal training in i) how to eradicate mdentsand cats
on idands; ii)island biosecuiity; iii) invasive pant
project management
e Bestpractice resources on Invasive Species
Management
e Technical support: threatened species recovery and
habitat protection (terrestrial and maine)
Community and stakeholder engagement
Engage with Frenchterritories PILN, Jbel Miles e Goodlink with PICTson conservation, climate change, [ SPREP, Irma
Engage better with communities Mareqgeti Viti, Alan invasve spedes, CBD, etc. Motua (CRP),
e Strongerlinkage withlocal conservation Tye, Brian Patrick e Community and private stakeholder Nick Askew,
andresearch groups [4] engagemenftsupport Maregeti Viti,
e Partrer commitment e Mentoling on community engagement methodology Coral Reef
e Cultural liaison e On-ine colldboration Researc_h
e Community awareness Foundation,
e Stakeholderretention University of the

Faciitate internationd researchers and locals (Palau,
Fiji)

Access to keen students

Linkwith locd communities and howto improve their
participationin the pogramme

South Padific,
Jone, National
Trust of Fiji, Anne
Gouni, TIS[10]

James Atherton,
Souad Boudjelas][2]

e Mediation
e Facilitation
¢ Negotiation

JillKey, Michelle
Frank, NZ DOC?
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Netw orking
e Padiffic Islands Taxonomists [networK IUCN, Coral Reef Effective networking at the country level PILN, Shyama
e Intemational networkng with coral reef Research Network and tools Pagad (IUCN-
networks Foundation, TISB] [« Sogal networking ISSG), Nick
Aslew, IUCN,

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

Advice on potential collaborators
Networking sills

Gilianne Brodie,
Greg Sherey [6]

Coordination

¢ Organisations to better coordnate work in
country

PILN

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

Anne Goun

Operational (including Project Designand
Management)

e Transportation (cost and qudity —impact
site visits)

e Governmentprocedures leadto delayin

project implementation

Human resources

Lackof staff

Time [management]

Organisation skills on fundingneedsto be

improved

Operational managementin remote stes

How to buildorganisational @pacity

Directory where to obtain/purchase

equipment and tools (baits, toxins,

pesticides)

e Managemernt skills

Irma Motua, Nick
Askew, Mareqgeti Viti,
Coral Reef
Research
Foundation, Gilianne
Brodie,Alan Tye,
Brian Patrick, Pacific
Invasives Inifiative,
Anne Gouni, Greg
Sheiley, Jacqui
Evans[i1]

e Buildlocal capacity
Project management and evduation
Programme design (strategic planning)
Project devdlopment and desgn (invasive species,
conservation)

e Delivery of quality prgectsin a timelymanner

e Mentoring oninvasive species management—incduding
on the job training in variousaspectsof Invadve
Spedes Mamgement

e Including research programme in conservation
programme

e Design training for projects

Dave Butler, Alan
Tye, Biian
Patrick, Pacific
Invasives
Initiative, Anne
Gouni, Greg
Sheidey [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 examned the existing list of capacity gaps that they
had communicated through their pre-conference questionnaires and were invited to make
addiions to these lists as well as identifying solutions to the gaps based on their thinking so far.

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

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

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

3. Working w ith Communities and Other Stakeholders

4. Other Capacity Gaps

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

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

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

result of their exercise w as a list of capacity gaps matched to ideas for solutions to these gaps.
These are presented in Tables 2 to 5 below .

20



CEPF Mid-term Review Conference

Table 2. Technical Skills (surveying, eradication, species recovery planning) — Capacity Gaps and Proposed Solutions

Facilitator —Posa Skelton

Capacity Gap

Organisation with the
gap

Potential Solution

Organisations/individuals that can provide
solutions

1. Common Theme: Bird and othe

r Species Suweying

Species (bird) survey

Tonga Community
Development Trust

Engage local students Resarch —
long term.

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

NZ-Department of Conservation,
BirdLife Pacific,

University of the South Padfic,
USFWS,

USDA,

NWCR

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

David Builer Associates
Ltd -Samoa

SFPRH/BLI

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

Marshall Islands
Consrvation Society

SOP. MANU

Develop national systems

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

Opportunity for funding from the

European Union

. IUCN - ISSG

European Union

Also information can be obtained BU

from the IUCN — ISSG

Invertebrate pest survey Ray Pierce, Eco The oganisationsto the right could USP,
Oceania Pty Ltd provide traning/mentoringin these Palau National Mussum, CSIRO,

areas. SPC Plant,
Landcare NZ,
Universities
PestNet,
Padil (Australia),
NZ-DoC
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Capacity Gap

Organisation with the
gap

Potential Solution

Organisations/individuals that can provide
solutions

Plant survey methods Joel Miles Edablish a database of experts, SPRH-Marika T uiwawa
Spedies(T axonomiq) identification Craig Costion Universities + Mussums *IUCN-ISSG
peciesi! axonomic) identiicatio aig 0 (Collections). Thepeopleand *Joel Miles

organisation to the right could helpto | PABIT RA Initiative (Univerdty of Hawaii)
edablish this database.

Manne Taxonomy TIS ClFRapid Assessment Progmammes | Conservation International
(RAPs), CRRF(Coral Reef Research Foundation),
PeerLeaning, USP (Marine Department)
OBIS,
CRRF(Coral Reef Research
Foundation),
Marine-USP,
Identified experts

American iguana surveys and NFMV Expertin this arealisted tothe right | USGS (Guam BTS) - James Stanford

eradication

2. Common Theme: IAS eradication

Technical training related to
eradication

Societe dOrnthologie
de Polynesie Manu

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

Jonathan Hall, Royal Society for the Protection
of Birds

Can give ome training inMynah
eradication.

Gerald from Cook Idands Natural Heritage
Trust

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

JilTKey, SPREF provided tis informaton

Technical suppottin eradication

Islands conservation

P

Eco Oceania

Pacific Expeditions
NZ-DOC

IUCN (Island speciic)
Landcare NZ
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Capacity Gap

Organisation with the
gap

Potential Solution

Organisations/individuals that can provide
solutions

Derek Brown
USFWS

USDA

USGS (Guam BTS)

We need to establish a bioontrol
co-ordinator(s) for the Paciic

Landcare Research
New Zealand Ltd

SPC or SPREP could be apossible
host for this position

SPC
SPREP

Biosecurity T raining

Islands

USGS (James Stanford)
Pl
SPC-LRD

Specifically or terestrial Inverts

USP{Gillian Brodie)

Marine

IUCN

Manne Invasives — Ballast Water
Management — legal and policy

SPREP (Tony Taloul)

3. Common Theme: Species Recovery Planning

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

New Zealand Butterfly
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 Dewelopment Trust

Madeline Bottril (m.bottill@uqg.edu.au))

Translocation and Re-Introduction of
Species

- Birds, turtle eggs

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

Tim New of the La Trobe Uni Melbourne,

San Diego Zoo,

Birdlife,
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Capacity Gap

Organisation with the
gap

Potential Solution

Organisations/individuals that can provide

solutions

Plants

NTBG(Hawaii),
SPREP (turtles)

Holistic Planning:

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

- Same supyport for other
species e.g Marine species

Marshall Islands
Conservation Society

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

Bidlife,
SOP-Manu

Prionty species need Nist could be
fed in curiculum —for student
practise

UsF

Traning Programme /COUTse In
Recovery Planning

EXpenenced organisations: NatureHji-
Mareqeti Viti, SPREP

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

Fiji Nature Conservation
Trug (NatureFiji-

MaregetiViti), ), Te
Ipukarea Sodety

Sdution: a database orlist of
experts to contactfor assigance

-IUCN-SSC
- Birdlife

-RoundTable: Have collateda list of expertsin

threatened species(Helen Fippard)
- Experts from other Regions,
CEPF(Caribbean)

Need a pubicationto show the main
plant biodiversity gaps.

PeerLeaming -Learning
exchanges, build capacity

Craig Costion,
University of Adelaide

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

Facilitator/Gate-keeper: Nick Askew

Capacity Gap

Organisationwith the
gap

Potential Solution

Common Theme: Projectdesign and management

Financal and techncal reporting
and compliance with CEPF rules

Most grantees!

There willbe a presentation dunng the conterence by CEPF on this

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

Add comments toexcel reports into small grants.

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

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

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

Conservation managementplanning
— interestedin lesson s learned from

elsswhere

Palau Conservation
Society

Improve mechanisms for sharing reports —low resolution efc.

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

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

Building conservation strategy for
species with the construction of
dedsion trees

SOP Manu

PCS can help (Anu Gupta)

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

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

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

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

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

Organisationwith the
gap

Potential Solution

Common Theme: Project design and management

I'would ltke some training in keeping
ouractivities sustainable and long
term and building this into our
planning

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

Toreview the costs and benefits of running advertising on website to geneate core
income for the proect. Nick Askew / BL tohelp. Could be applied to other

omanizations. [Potential project].

Suggestion from JIl Key (SPREP): a regional peerfeaming conservation strategies
conferene?

Ipukarea Sodety
Project Mlanagement — trainng 1n e NatureFjJ- Potential project. Need 10 reView existing fraining goponunties, €.9.
key elements of managing aproject Marege \iti

e Conservation et
Restauration des
lles de Polynesie

e The Nature
Conservancy -
Microneda
Programme

¢ Royal Society forthe
Protection of Birds
IUCN Oceania
National Trust of Fiji

e University of

Adelaide

e Telpukarea Society
Inc

e SOP Manu

e Tonga Community
Development Trust
USP
Birdlife International
Pacific Programme

e SPREP

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

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

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

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

- Unitech & Conservation Leadership Programmes good for future leaders.

- Packard Foundation currently has grants for review of management processes.
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Table 4. Workingw ith Communities and Other Stakeholders — Capacity Gaps and Proposed Solutions

Facilitator/Gate-keeper: Leilani Duffy

Capacity Gap

Organisation with
the gap

Potential Solution

Who/Organisation
can offer a solution

Common Theme: Working with Communities

Working with local communities to ensure long-
term sustainability of conservation management

Understandng communitiesneeds, Cultural values
andviews

Assssing what communiies are getting out of
these projects

David Butler
Associates Ltd

Joel Miles

Claudia Sobrevila
(World Bank)

e Dependson Site / Locations

¢ Reviewand assesscurrent Community
Conservation Actions

e Working with local authorities (district /
Provincial/ T raditional) and maintain constant
communication

SPREP/UCN
Birdlife International

Case dudies/Modelsof Marine Managed Areas to
Terredrial systems

LMMA / CEE, SPC,
IUCN

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

Key elements/tips on conducting efective Fiji Nature Network of Site suppott Group BirdLife
community workshops/awareness Conservation Trust Engage Development Partners FSPI1/Cl
(NatureFiji- Basic Survey Techniques — Turtles SPREP
Maregeti Viti) NFMV
Focus on Community needs/ knowing someone in | SOP Manu Community networks from different 1slands SOP Manu
the community Buyingtools / equipment for communities before NFMV
engaging in progects
Innovative mechanisms to assist our newlyformed | Fiji Nature - Project site Exchange SPREP /BirdLite
Fiji Petrel volunteer scheme which has the Conservation Trust - Community learning Exchange CSP /MIC
objective of betterintegrating our 16 village (NatureFiji- - Community networks from differentislands
communities into the project and gaining their Maregeti Viti) - Development of threatened speciesnetwork Pacific Roundtable/

support

(terrestrial)

- Replicate activitiesin different communities

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

IUCN
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Common Theme: Networkingand Pannershi%
angible support to establisn and maintain oral Reef Resarch

PILN

Pacific Round table,

Jean-Yves Meyer

Database for dl NGOsorganisations with contact
details whatthey do, etc.

internationd networks that integrate Foundation . . SPREP,IUCN
P Threatned Species Network (Terrestrial) - ’ .
complemertary initiatives Dave Butler roundiable GLISPA,ISSG, Cl
Networking and developinglong term partnerships | Tonga Community PILN IUCN, SPREP, Cl
Development Trust (CEPF), ISSG,

Pacific Roundtable,
PIl, PIP,and MIC

Dealing wih goverrments

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

USP - Fiji Lard
SnailsProject

Joint planning, local roundtable meetings

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

appoint gowvt. repsto sitin relevant stakeholders
fora

Use these entities to involve government
representatives

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

PCS — Aru Gupta

Pacific Roundtable,
SPREP and IUCN

Dealing wih media

USP —Hj Land
SnailsProject

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

Taskforce (e.g. Invasive species)

Media T raining (consewation, threatened species,
invasives)

Cl canassist CEPF grantees with media press
releases

Jill Keyfrom SPREP: SPREP b medialiteracy
training

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

group
Joel Miles
SPREP
Cl

TIS — Jacqui Evens

Inventory of ecosygems in the Pacific region

Cl, The Nature
Conservancy (TNC),
IUCN

Conduct an inventory of ecosysems inthe Pacific
region

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

Facilitator/Gate-keeper: Easter Galuvao

Capacity Gap

Organisation
with the gap

Potential Solution

Fund raising Opportunities

Fundraising to acnieve sustainable funding after
the CEPF project ends

Most grantees

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

e Micronesian Challenge Trust Fundas an example of an existing finrancing
mechanism that can fund bhiodiverdty initiatives for Micronesian countiies,

e GEF 5- STAR and GEF National Prioritization Formulation Exercise — Get
involved in the GEF5 National Prioiitization Process and ensure key
biodiversity priorities are adequately reflected in the National GEF5 priotrities.
Getin touch with your National GEF Operational Focal Points for more
information.

e USFS (Micronesia),

e LileWeb (POWPA) Finandng Roundtable for Protected Areas. SPREP, in
collaboration with LifeWeb, will be conducing a Financing RoundT able for
Protected Areas in October. Thisisan avenue for CEPF granteesto link up
with.

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

Proposal development and report witing

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

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

Communication, advocacy and media
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Capacity Gap

Organisation
with the gap

Potential Solution

Promoting your prgect andits findings to a
broader audience

Most grantees

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

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

v" CEPF Small Grants — Lesons Learnt series
v" PILN sound bites
v' SPREP digest, Pacific Enviomnment Information Network (PEIN)
v" Newsletters and websites
v" Pl Newsletter and website
e SeekIT advice on website development
e Develop and produce merchandise for CEPF projects as part of your
promotional activiies
I'would be happy tohave support inpromoting Regiond e Make sure you jointhe communications clinic on Day 3.
theprojectand ourwork to other CEPF regional | Pacific Office . ] . .
inifatives. Since the work we do is for a global IUCN/SSC * Jill Key from SPREP: Use PILN + dg we need a regonal peer-learning
audence and is focused on sharinglessons Invasive meeting an conservaton strategies:
learned and experiences, this will play a vitd role | Species e Otherpotential for supportindude:
in us beingmore effective inthe work we doin Specialist
the Pacificand to the widerglobal audience Group v SOPAC, CCL PIR, GIZ
(AucKkand v Sione, Dick, Mike and Anne
Uniservices
Ltd) v" Merchandising — Dick
Keeping track of cdleaguedexpertsas they e Use PILN and ISSG — for invasive and others
move between jobs . . . .
e Develop a “Skll register” as an activity of the Pacific Island Round T able
for Nature Conservation
Developing community-based toolkits and TIS, Manu e Use existing toolkits and manuals

manuals (locally appropriate)

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

e Identify a locd culturalliaison focal point to provide advice and guidance
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Capacity Gap

Organisation
with the gap

Potential Solution

on cultural protocols

Need for more Pacific Island taxonomists

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

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

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

Lack of understanding and support by political

cecision makers

CRIP

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

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

Undertake Social Marlketing (Cost benefit analysis) on invasive species

incdludng other key biadiversity priotities and share thefindingsand
outcomes with politica leadersand decision makers

Technicalassistance

ASEssIing change In grantees INvasve spedes Paafic Madeine Botirm — M&E
menagement capadty :mf[;st:zgs Approach the AUSTRAL Foundation (PIP Member — Annette Lees)
B El\:i{:ll(ljlijr?tmg the effectiveness of capadity Conduct an Independent evaluation of the impacts / effectiveness CEPF capacity
9 building and use the CEPF Small Grants to dothis
Watershed assessment, runoff prevention from The Naure Technical assistance to secure from the following organizations
agricultural practices, and bufferingriparianareas | Conservancy — . SPC?
Micronesia '
Programme e Landcare?
TIS .

NRCS (Micronesia Challenge)

SPC (Technial assistance)
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Capacity Gap

Organisation
with the gap

Potential Solution

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

Technical support for translation of French and

Temanaote

French-English Translaton Services?

Tahitian supports (movies, workbooks, etc) moana — . . L
realized during the project in Englishlanguage French ¢ szsraﬂgﬁs_aﬁaerﬂmge“ms / reports in French (SPREP to assst with
(fordissemination by CEPF) Polynesa y
e Use the IUCN French Commitiee
Need to understand more what ‘Gap analyss’ Palau e POWPA GapAnalysis (JamesAtherton to share Samoan POWPA Gap
means, if possible’ Conservation Analysis repott)
Society
Impementng new requirements under the CBD - | Palau e The following are initiatives inthe pipeine that will provide guidance ard
patticulafdy how it links to current investment Conservation support on CBD prioiiies:
programs Sodety v NBSAP Capadty-Buildng workshops
v GEF =t aside fundsisavailable to countries to review their NBSAPs. Get
in touch with your national CBD focal points and NBSAP Coordnators for
moreinformaion
v" UNEP MEA project - SPREP/ UNEP
SPREP isliaisng closly with the CBD Secretariat on the NBSAP workshop
Analysing and intempreting dimate diange data e Conduct aTraining workshop to
- Communicate with existing Climate Change projects to identify common
problems/solutions
- Use Project posters from airrent workshop to showcase activity in
conservation areas
- Funding for the workshop could be secured from an existing climate change
project orthrough a CEPF small Grant
e Otherpotential sources of support:
v' USP, SPREP,SPC and others
Reliable renewable energy supply Cl 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 (Output 4.1)

On the evening of Day 2 a meeting was held between CEPF, Cl and grantees that had
requested in their pre-corference questionnaire that they w ould like to discuss specfic aspects
of the grant manage ment 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 inrelationto various
aspects of the grant management process. The upshot from the meeting was that increased
communication betw een all parties w ould improve the grant management process. The group
deemed that it was not necessary to minute the meeting but were satisfied that the conference
output 4.1 (refer Section 1.2) had been addressed, i.e. ‘CEPF and grantees to have agreed on
improvements to the grant management process in terms of how the communicate and
coordinate’.

5 Day 3 Records

The aim of Day 3 was to 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 aw ay forward post-corference in terms of improving
the way CEPF, Cl and the grantees w orktogether and enhancing their capacity to jointly 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 with 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:

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

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

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

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

e Talkto GEFfocal points inyour country —get to know this person if you are interestedin
securing GEF funding or being better informed about GEF funded activities in your
country.

e Also checkthis website www .thegef.org

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

Pacfific IAS project

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

o Kiribati — Phoenix Island Protected Area project

o

5.2 Capacity Building Clinics (Oulput 2.2)

The afternoon of Day 3 w a spentin 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
e Communications/PR for projects to a broader audience

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

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

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

5.3 Where to from here

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

The key next steps he noted are:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6.1 Lessons Learned

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

Working with Communities and other Stake holders.

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

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

e Veryimportant thatlocal communities are acknowledged for their part in the project, that
reporting and dissemination of information is presented in differentways, to ensure that
they can be presented thatis most relevant to each of the communities and other
stakeholders

Project Design

NGOs can lack the capacity to effectively implement and manage projects. This is a key
problem. NGOs tend to be very good at identifying problems and determining solutions, but
maybe less good at identifying realistic timeframes and providing sufficient capacity to deliver
those solutions. So, in order to reduce these problems, when thinking about projects

e BE REALISTIC not OVERA mbitious

e Set SMARTobjectives (Specific, Measurable, Actionable, Relevant and Time-bound)

e Logframes can be a useful tool for realistic project planning. While the can initially

appear daunting, it is w orth taking the time to getto understand w hat they are trying to

achieve

Communications.

e EFFECTIV E Communication involves imparting information that produces a change of
response by another party. This can be seen to be the nost important component of a
project. Yetitis often the part that gets dropped from a projectif funds become tight

e There are avariety of means of communicating. Do not just focus on presentations,
posters or reports (although these can be very effective). Look at other opportunities.

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

information/know ledge that the fund providers can extend
e Consider ways to measure the impact of communication plans
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6.2 Priority capacity needs/fequirements.

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 — Rromoting project and is findings

Low — Project manage ment.

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

headings
e Technical skills, such as survey work, recovery plans, efc.
e |AStechniques
e Communication
e Community and stakeholder involvement
e Co-ordination

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

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

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

6.3 Fundraising and Communication skKills.

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 comnunication
skills for individuals to best present their project findings, etc. Workshops designed to give
grantees opportunities to develop some aspects of the key requirements w ere organised.
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7 Specific Recommendations

7.1 Invasives.

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

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

7.2 Communications

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

There is a need to better communicate the NBSAP activities to wider communities in the
Pacific.

7.3 Capacity-building.

Produce case studies showing best practice reporting.

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

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

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

Review the availability of existing training opportunities across the region.

Resurrect the NZDOC buddy system

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

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

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

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

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

Sunday, June 5
5:00pm Registration, Participants tosubmit their posters

7:00pm Welcome Cocktails, Hotel Foyerarea

DAY 1 - Monday, June 6

Day1 will establish the strategic and administrative context in which the CEPF Projects are operating,
reflect on performance to date and to transdate ourlessonslearnedinto future action.

Time Activity Presenter/Lead
8.00 Registration for late-comers
8:30 Prayer Vilikesa Masibalavu, d Fiji
8.35 Opening address by Guest of Honour Minister of Lol Government,

Urban Development, Housing and
Environment, Samuela Saumatua

8.50 Welcome Mike Donoghue, A Pacific Executive
Director
9.10 Introductions Nicola Thomson

Reviewobjectives and agenda

Housekeeping

9.20 Presentation: Managing CEPF projects — a view from John Watkin, CEPF
Washington

9:40 Presentation: CEPF Polynesia-M iaronesia James Atherton
Overview/History
Q&A

10.10 Presentation: Gap A nalysis of the CEPF investment Leilani Duffy

programme in the Poly nesia-Micronesia hotspotand
future grant funding op portunities

Q&A
10.40 Morning tea
10.50 Session1: Project Overviews Nicola Thomson

Each Grantee topresent their project poster.
12.50 Lunch

1.40 Session2: Reviewing our Work — Lessons Learned James Atherton

Presentation: Asummary of the lessons learned from
feedbadk and reports already received fromgra ntees to
start this session
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Time

1.55

2.10

2.25

3.00
3.30

4.15

5.15

5.30
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Activity
Breakout Groups:

Thematic working groups:

1. Invasive Alien Species Eradication and Control

2. ProjectDesign, Managementand Reporting

3. Working with Communities and other Stakeholders
Break-out Group Task 2.1: Com plete the list of lessons
learnedin your thematic area

Break-out Group Task 2.2: Translate y our less ons
learnedinto actions andrecommendations — how can
these lessons learned beapplied?

Afternoon tea — to be taken during Task 2.2
2.3 Breakout groups to present back to plenary

Presentation: Financial and technical reporting to CEPF
—and overviewand tips (‘dos anddon’ts)

Q&A

Housekeeping

Logistics for getting to cocktail
Participants fee dback on Day 1.
Thanksand closefor the day.

Presenter/Lead

Break-out Group Facilitators: Souad
Boudjelas

Greg Sherley

Easter Galuvao

John Watkin

Nicola Thomson

Mike Donoghue

6.30-9.30pm Evening reception will be hosted by IUCN/USP/BLI/NTF/NFMV at a nearby venue.

DAY 2 - Tuesday, June 7

Day 2 will enable grantees to explore opportunities toaddresstheir capacity needs after the
conference incollaboration with eachother and CEPFand other partners

Time

08:30
8.45

9.00

9.20

9.40

Activity

Housekeeping/Revie wagenda.
Session 3: Assessing and addressing our capacity needs

3.1 Introduction to the Session— Day 2 goals and overview of the
process

3.2 Presentation: Overview of the findings of the Capacity
Assessment Question naire — the first cdumn of the matrix.

3.3 Capacity building Opportunities in the Context of the Pacific
region — PILN and PII

3.4 Group exercise: Completing the picture, round-robin

Presenter/Lead

Nicola Thomson

Nicola Thomson

Leilani Duffy

Posa Skelton
Souad Boudjelas
Fadlitators:

Posa Skelton
Nick Askew
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10.40

10.55

11.50

12.00-
7.00

7.00
7.30
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Activity

Morning Tea

Plenary: Breakout groups to present badk

Housekeeping,
feedback forms and
Close of conference for the day.

Lunchand Field Trip.

Return from Field Trip
Talanoa night

This is an opportunity for participants to hold smalle r meetings and to
continue any discussions that have been parked.
CEPF Grant Management Process meeting will be held at this time.

DAY 3 — Wednesday, June 8

Presenter/Lead

Easter Guluvao
Leilani Duffy

Convene in Dining area to be
directed tomeetingareas.

Day3 will focus on addressing the granteescapacitygaps and agreeing on away forward for after the
conferencein termsofimproving the way we worktogether and our capacity to deliver conservation
results. It will alsobe achance for the grantees toshowcase theirprojectsand proposal s to donors.

Time

08:30
9.00

9.30

9.40

10.00
10.05

10.35

10.50

Adivity

Housekeeping/Review agenda.

Presentation: Funding Opportunities for Conservation in the
Padfic Region — GEF PAS, GEF 5 and s ome general pointers on
fundraising.

Q&A

Presentation: GEF Small Grants programme

Q&A
Presentation: UNDPFunding Opportunities

Q&A
Session 7: Addressing our priority ca pacity needs
Presentation: The ‘Dos and Don’ ts’ of Fundraising

Q&A
Morning Tea

Presentation: Communications — The ‘Do’s and Dont’s’

Q&A

Notes

Nicola Thomson
Greg Sherley

Ms Katarina Atalifo

Floyd Robinson

Nicola Thomson
Nick Askew

Ashwini Prabha
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11.20

1.00

2.00-
3.00
3.00

3.15

4.15

4.45-
5.00
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Adivity
7.1Capacity-building Clinics
e  Fundraiking andcommunica ting with donors group
® Promoting project to a broaderaudience Group

Lunch

7.2Groups to present back to plenaryand a panel of experts
for feedback
Afternoon Tea

Session 7.2 continues.

Session 8: Where to from here?

e Conference outputs

e What CEPF and the RIT will do with the findings of the
meeting

Confere nce feedback forms.

Fomal close of confere nce

7.00 pm Evening reeption at venue hosted by CEPFand ClI Pacific

Notes

James Athertonand JohnWatkin

Nicola Thomson
CEPF and World Bank
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Annex 3 — Opening ceremony.

Opening Speech by Hon. Samuela Saumatua, Minister for Local
Government, Urban Development, Housing and Environme nt

Ladies and Gentlemen, good morning and bula vinaka to the Executive Director of Conservation
International’s Pacffic Islands Programin Samoa and his colleagues from Washington DC, to all
the CEPF grantees, to those representing UNDP and the World Bank as donors to the CEPF, to
members of the Technical Advisory Group and to all other distinguished particpants and
observers. t is my pleasure to w elcome you to this important meeting- the Mid- Term Review of
the CEPF investment in the Polynesia-Micronesia hotspot. Bula vinaka again and a warm
welcome to Fiji on behalf of my Government to all of you, especially those who are visiting our
beautiful islands for the first time.

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

This Meeting is also an inportant opportunity to identify priority capacity needs for conservation
projects and also for CEPF, CIl Pacific and their partners to assess investment gaps in the
CEPF project portfolio and to determine how to fill those gaps. | understand that the main
strength of the CEPF program in this region has been the development of strong partnerships
betw een 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 with
Invasive Alien Species. So | am encouraged that the National Trust for Fiji and Nature Fiji

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

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

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

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

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

for Hiji but for other countries in the Pacific region as w ell.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

September 2008 and willend 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 milion USD has been committed to 58 projects. About $1.7 million USD is
still to be alocated. Thus this conference is an excellent opportunity to take stock of progress
andto focus on using the remaining time and funds in the most effective way possible.

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

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

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

With this in mind CI Pacific is publishing a series of lessons learned repors for many of the
CEPF and CI Pacific funded biodiversity conservation projects. We are formally launching the
first 10 reports today, and they are all on display here on the side. We wiill 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 identified and w e hope that this conference will provide deas on how to fill
such gaps and also how toimprove our support to grantees.

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

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

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

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

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

Most importantly |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 significant 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 hirds, plants, reptiles, mammals, butterflies and land snails, including
the development and implementation of numerous threatened species recovery plans; and also
improving the management of many key consewation areas and sites. In most cases you have
built strong and enduring partnerships with the local community and with national government
departments to implement these complex projects. You will be able to hear all about these
successes over the coming days from your colleagues here.

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

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

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

flying fox or Mirimiri from Taveuni.

Vinaka vaka levu.
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AnneXx 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 Atherton, Conservation International
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Annex 6 — Presentation: Gap Analysis of the CEPF investment
programme in the Polynesia-Micronesia hotspot and future grant
funding opportunities, Leilani Duffy, Conservation International
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Conclusion - way forward
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Annex 7 - Presentation: A summary of the lessons learned from
feedback and reports akeady received from CEPF grantees, James
Atherton, Conservation International
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Annex 8 - Presentation: Financial and Technical Reporting to CEPF —
an overview and tips (do’s and dont’s). John Watkin.
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Final report
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Annex 9 - Overview of the findings of the Capacity Assessment
Questionnaire, Leilani Duffy, Conservation International
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Annex 10 - Capacity-building Opportunities in the Context of the
Pacific region — PILN and PIl, Posa Skelton, Souad Boudjelas and

Alan Tye, SPREP
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identified

= Gramees received practical training in
fundraising, financial technical reponing
and promaotion of project findings [how?)

Session Outputs

0 el T T

arm g R =T
Falsirie Sramea e

B R A P
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Annex 11 - Presentation: Funding Opportunities for Conservation in
the Pacific Region — GEF PAS, GEF 5 and some general pointers on
fundraising. Dr Greg Sherley, UNEP

= &)
GEF NE
“Finamce: Tips for Countries ond Portners”

CAnizal Bsaryaren Partriribep Fund Misrentila Palyradia
Hatiged md "orm ceaboahion meeting

Mewstel Hetel, Surva, & %o § Juse D011

- )
% Outline e

« Global Environment Facility Trust Fund
[&EF TF)

 Co-financing and costed In-kind support

+ [peneral recammendationg

- What is the "5EF Trust Fund®?

= “Windows" = Biodiversity, Land
degradation and deforestation; Climate
Change Mitigation *5TAR*®

allacations to countries for the "GEF 5°
« GEF structure ascillates between
“programmatic” and “project”

.::'.

S eEFTrustFund @

"a,EEF TF funded projects - key (g3
GEF considerations 1 UNES

+ Must align with:

- current GEF policy documents (which arise
in theory from current convention
Caonference of Partiet decitsond and GEF
Coumeil directives)

= Country priorites (&g, Mational Blosafery
Strategy Acten Plang)
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GEF considerations 2 A

+ Should have:
= Country Government formal endorsement
= Measurable fomgble outcomes) outputs/
actiities
= Lo-fimance ond n-kind support af o ratio of
at least two fo one (final policy pending)

‘E},EEF TF funded projects - k:rf.ﬂ.

2 . @
Co=-financi W
GEF f "3 UNEP
H_-uulr-ﬁ el a-ﬂ'-'."-’..".- S
LR o e LR

. Ll e Voie® D o i e Pt 0 s i o i s Vs i whme

= i) lnemrony el arn rat opevnied m part of Ha el drenceg

P T S e B - W (P s ie” P =
- P w5l Ve 1, witerlh welnibd
Tkl r’llﬁ:-ﬁuﬂqi Sy ke ekl b
Suilp ool Pl i i S W

1

wl Boon ogber® bt ard o
-'-n-l:m-'b-!-l—mﬂ“bnh n-rv-n-n'-w‘hlﬂ
et} el we ] b mian b i

i

T ERFT Tha
gy Rl e ey

GEF

Where if 15 pele o et bt FESGUREES Tin Wind” T
R R OO fﬂ'mm::_ those resrces
i1 btnﬂnunltd far T St diligence: ai
financul Pesources. Dndind ressurces shiuld be

mnu-ummt.-umur '-'r'fFJ""'""" el

'-Hhtr-l'*l"‘ll'l'\-l'\-lﬂl“'llﬁ;lﬂ e il
[blhh-l-lﬂﬂ-rltﬂ-l'ﬂ'lhl HHW#‘HH"H

b g f:inmmwh ‘I':rn-r' v b o

le :lﬂmﬂ.rli

In-kind “co-financing™ (80

neral Recommendations ul:mufr
financing (GEF) projects 1 .7,

= Plan forst = don't retre-fit g project inte a
“&EF* model

* Ute a clagsic lag-frame approach (apriori)

= Agk - "doed thig project suit GEF funding?*

- Time frame - wall the praject's aims be
complete by the end of the funding cycle?

= [ payment schedule, resourcing project
actraties, cash flew requirements all align®
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| Recommendations about gy’

+ Is the praject over-ambitious relative
to the level of funding?

+ Is the project leveraged to the
miaimum against similar projects?

+ Has sameone knowledgeable been

cansulted properby?
* Have the "best” Implementing and
it i irval

Gir  financing (GEF) projects 2 cotr

T Additional “tips® (@)

i P il ot Pl lu!m-—ildlq—ll-dm-r;'-'l F

Foalaal wup il i Py et e
A Pk T e b e = rapets b pesihly
i op Syl oy Fy B 11 Bop g peg®
ey

I D il Tk el olel i il & pelisl WOt Vo od
ik barall iff it ol P bl o Py i el Vo
P g e S

Hi Do it prw i w8y eomarly Snprteaei gl Trespery
B e e, meesier o aedt O berda Mg wredar
g e T, b v o Fenmia o BT fusdeng

T—j6eneral Recommendations about gy
GeF  financing (6EF) projects 3 .7,

* Market your project as if it is answering
the prospective funder's objectives so
it is something THEY want

« Endowment Trust Funds - establish
these where ever possible
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Annex 12 - Presentation: GEF Small Grants programme, Katarina
Atalifo, UNDP

SGP OPS Goal
|

EF
GEF Small Grants Programme _ —_—
GEF focal areas through community-based
Funding opportunities under SGF for initigtives and actions.
Beodiversity Conservation Activities
in communTy
(=Y ]
S 3

_ _ SGP support for Biodiversi
Community & Local Ownership consarvation for :jg

Glokbal erronmental probiberrs can best be addressed SO will dagepi L et [ vl GEF Dbyt ilfy odyeiIaes
if locall peaple are fully ivabed in project desipn and
forrnulonow, Foree srong oveuership of dhe actremes # B0 Citgecrive | Imperosing she sestainabadny of pesieried oren
urderiaken through 3 “demard-driven” approach. and Al
that direet ecescanamis beneles vl seerus i w B0 Obgeciive T Musnireamang biodrersny comenvation and
COMTUTMANDES DUNNE Propect imphermenaansn unimmuble e nis frodeton ket wniopn e

= bt slonkd b r-smphusived et de SGIF seaks Tis e, SIGP hurk provwded 7.1 14 commrrmitp-based biosdrom sty
impoct-evel neglts congribarting to gplobal oomusrvasion progece warh §1 333 million, peraratng an
wrrsirenmantal Berafit, widdicional F1T06 millkon in caus and wekand co-rancng,

SGP
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= The 5GP will suppert comenunities ard the CED
proweoied areas Program of 'Work by weorking ar dhe
eammurity-lesl o promote community
eanservalion areal 30 indsenou protected areat.
imcrease their recagritssn and suppert o8 the natanal
b, imprewe their effeceivensss in consersng
biediveruty, and ensure the generacon of local
banafts, which are nical for the et of
protected sread.

e el
T
-y

; Possible Outcomes- BOCAs

Aty o L Loy
HOC A { e B A
v Gorankdanoniorn bndaps

&P
i
i

Potential activities for funding under

BD Objective | :

~ development and improvement of
managemaent framewerks,

= the promotion and recognition of CCAs and
hﬂ:lriw:pruuctldm in rnﬁnnllrllun
of protected areas

= the development of commimities’ capacity £
apply protected area approaches.

i

b

5GP

Tis taspppent thee suriCaimabis irie of bioeiivertity, e 5GP will
prosmcse the masmiresmang of bicderity iriendly pracice
i prosdustion larshucapes dnd seasCapes. T ough meaures
e

o ganic cerificabon for oommunity brvel snd smal-scale
producers of becdeerscpdased products:

= v rees] Covveaie Dbl esiaOe une o A lanler
ik prodhusii;

o red community lewel snfcroemest meruses i near thore
Tt b

wd
=

5GP
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Potential Activities for funding

under BD Objective 2 :
Activities that 4 1 on biodiversd .
will b addressed, inchading:
& ggriculoers,
# lnbevies.
ey,
o il L FiT

(| SGP has an establibeed hivtory of papparting a range
of biodraruty-bated sustiinable products in these; =2

sactors). =i

| What constitutes a good 5GP
. proposal!
.I-Cmtrl'l'ﬂ:lhllﬂml
~ Baselines
# Mational BD FrameworksPalicies are
consulted
= NGO — rechaical input'sdeintstration aspects
rkmmpnﬂ
= Livelihoods addressed
~ Best Practice

6P

il
-
marn

Pozzible Outcomes 2 — Sustinable

use

* Projects on wuit i
nnd mariket labeling,
inicuding scotourism

* Fropects for protecton
of natres crops.
rrwscincral plant

* Projests in

agredusdieeriity
Ftapens

{ : Ways forward — SGP /CEPF
collaboration

= Sharing of best proctios and ongoing kestans
= Sharing grantee fpartrer fist

= Strengthensd engogement with SGP Secretariat in
Micronesio | Fofyretia countries

# CEPF contribution to 5GP Country Programme
Strategy (CPS) document — parbcukary in BD
Focal Area

. 5
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Annex 13 — Notes from Presentation: Save our Species Programme,
Valerie Hickey, World Bank

e Same application format as CEPF — contact IUCN before you write
up proposal
e Private-sector funded (species-related BRAND S)
e |UCN-managed (IUCN SSG vetted)
e Rapid grant — anything on Red List
o < $25K
o Decision (yes/no) in one month
o 12 month project timeframe
e Birds - $25-100K for two years
e CALL FOR PROPOSALS DUE NEXT WEEK!!

o $10M USD
o Closes mid-July

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

e Excluding French territories

e Next Donor Council Meeting 6 months
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Annex 14— Presentation: The Do’s and Don’ts of Fundraising, Nick
Askew, Birdlife Interational

Fundraising: Match the donor
How to develap g good idea and think like

o donor

*DiaveloDing & propect ides

I type Of Chonar

BirdiLiie
J

The Moneybags Fund Askew Atoll = The Ervironment Society

Your missspn: "Provide funds 1or
ndviduals working on oneering

Ao CLE T CONGENSE ThE Natura

e romnmgnt angd sustaimabhy imipnoane

ocal propke s Tyedi ooy

Budget: Fund projects up 1o USS S0k
OyiaE F gggrs

—y Region: South Pacilic wide ﬁ
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The Moneybags Fund

ol
Four missson: " Frovide funds foe indnacasl

WEITINE On pEGreering projecis O Oanserm
Efé RSS! e

D't maitch danor = Indidduals
What's the probilem? Moddy dechne (& 8
Sl i i ey
improsie o al peopke’s Feehoods™

T

threatened¥), reef protection [(does it need
it DMA anakyiis

Budget: Fund projects up to LSS S0k ower 2 Paar praject design = wrriuitainstile lheliho

EirdiLife Begian: South Pacific wide

m PanpeEid, rEilntid B rrates 107 budpet

Start with the problem

AL

i |.'|.'|]|.1:'ITL_ il

Problenn._
Causes & eflects...

Praject purpsase,

Dbjpectives K outesmai.
Al
BeirdlLife

Fimally . Sctivities

"
Hirdl.lie
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Different types of donors

=

Liiersiy rememed

E-Gipry - bl NIk Durwi= (LE]

Belidri-langeady. - (L, GEF §, UNDE NP
Finrwiluteooei B Trairi

hmpe ¥ ien, Mackcibar, Dwvid ond Licle Pachaed OLF

L

Fred Retimei Tipyds hnl | omee

mdredtanh

WeETrY peoal, i, memkanibg where, reetis
aperay

Different types of donors

Review Conference

le_dlirr

Different types of donors

BirdLile

Identify Suitable Donors

Hiot = Curresitly bunding your projects

Cold = Fynsly simdlar projects of others |internet
searches, sl repons, word of modathe )
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Birdi it

= Ehigibeiny dequsemean
= P progects i
= Dwidlise

Identify Suitable Donors

i yemar reiearch
= Furding amssunty
= Timedrame loe funding

* Dibpeotie

Sauth Pasdelec. i#

dren) ot

I'i-r_-':.l:.-ll'iI

Group session = 1 hour

T s i 0 b § @eieparial bk Baits The CLFE Pusading
AT Tk ERETE

Cocssga 1o ghoone o progct ddes which ekl for CERY
hursdirgg. (Progeat Bowrd for derlady

Fod mo a0 g T, Thek @i Cncfl '@ 0 CROEEE & TEaIred
prebiym.

il w15 10 bes

T [Fef Ciia=

P T e

1in T GlR T B it o i1

ot P it et (i e

Chasion yins L Iepiagy
Darewion: i 3 rrervrbe prich fa praard 2 OLM dor Funding

Ve [ Bl

Fundraising:

Mow I gewelop 4

proyecl s ovad [ e O ooy

R A TH I *Dgvelaping & progect sdea
= Dulfterant type of donos
sIdentifying donors

*Biaikdirg & propesal

Mk, skew @birdlifte ong

Hirdl] Mg

e -

R, P, St LI L
i, G, diis Pewslagenionr k. LD ol F

b L'l
Lo e ]

Al il Do nmd w84

. s graaTi
g v Cormplen brssurrwic

L] il fow pdboy ok [S————

2 gl g

= Frogo petsGow. reppori

S i
1 Payrrans can b lbow arad
reguie co-funsding

Lt Sy

{1 perern gl dmeeinn

[ T e

Hirdl] Mg
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b
HirdlLif

i 1]
Large foundations =" isame

g’ 1ePrid ireiel @1hA AR ATrei il Sl
i Ll Fedkiard Fosrdmos, (I

Astepm g & —

mepr prasds
= igploanion mad reporting

. '\"J'I.-"'r el @]
el dink B

ursderitansd Hhee hsasm

= Pridd el T beb pd s

O T RE R S
wml i sl el T

[-ot=d |

Rirdl il

Lafipe Cofpadate Fowndations “

Vinlkiienn P B,

LT RO S N P PR L L I e
FEA, Caddli

Adwpatugiy ChisdeEringes

+ e b g praey

1 a i Pusnpr FPamy o o far

=
= gl g
-

. o bt ol i
ard peodie o Hep
ey

= hHeed o dus-dlgerse

Small feundations

e

[T i i Fraitad ol Bas Jagrad
Fured, GIF 1GF Eolss Amedd #IT
AdvETiagey
o radwantlaprr
. [
" 2 - . '\"-—.-Fl-"lllll.l
B plarvsill i b
= oy Ny wd wmpls amaiar
:I H1a prisiid el rsamin of monay
' P
Fol N e
L Y
5
BirdLile
4

BirdLLife

Individuals

o

Whma T Fy ppse g wwr=ti =
al
didrirrl ages e —_—
= Mloruy sy - 5w agyersd i

. - " Tele Tl Ll L EF
= Lo b Al e

e R LI
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. IR I L]
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Annex 15 - Presentation: The Do’s and Don’ts of Communications,
Ashwini Prabha-Le opold, Communications Consultant, Suva

Smart communications Goals for today
If & bkl

s Basic's on communicating

s Learn to develop a

comimunications strabegy

B Know your audience

® Lean about the média

® Leam 1o “make” nées

® Do's and Don'ts

By fusbroind Prabba-Loogsdd

Communications is hard, challenging.

Random verses planned comms :
: I interesting work. Don't take it highthy

= Farl of the consenvabcon sbiategy ve
an aherhicught
= Real budget ve. scraps
® Dedicabed b from an insdrvdual (3% of full)
m Tracicnal and medemn methedatoolks
(themk outsade the Boo

Sirslagic commuicalions Have a strategy/plan
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Audience
iinternal and external)
& “Genemi public” s DEAD!

Key message

w Wha do you rped 55 reach in
oeder o do what you wanl o
e

w Ba grd agescific ard poriaabie

§ Think about whe thary Imien
a7 VWhat et thisrn T

& Appeal 1o your sslencs -
mrectivate Bround something
L]

What 5530 ] ; y
AL Messages a Comms Mix and Re-Mix

I ]
u Loncepis — nol slogans, soundbdes, alc Klaca Othees
= fou only gat 34 messages for the entre = Press (radic. pind} = Pagfic region
cutroach efiort ® Online (Including - dramas and skits
u You must exerciss message dscipiing = say sacial media) - radia B bether
thiese messages and no othen TV - anecdates and
= Faid meda — acvert siceies
= Op Eds and ~ghurch

edtonals
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u Call & reporier

® Duwrvedop o relatorashp
Wil o ropdoe

B Prict [reparts, i)

B PR atunhi, calld #lc

5 Faca o face and
conlerence cally

R
i

i
]

Who are Reporters?

§ Fopguier pecpe Mis you B

me

B SO JOne, BT D

B Chapri ek ik
underappreosled Foung and
nEecuE

L e P

16 Py b B ) e e
sy B P Pl B

Reporters are NOT:

§ Pagodemn ang HOT
st

» Regpaoriem are HOT
perie!

® Raparion are HOT pour

Priencis !

What 15 news?

ity gnd rapsohen
ol e AT

W Henantheeas
w Inbereshing
w Lirsmapeied

= Haa et relsvance b
e ]
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You MUST give reporters the story

———
= {5088 BACK [0 repaners nol Beng epens.

= fou mwst el reporiers what the story is
= DONT leave & to them b infer what it 5.

Do NOT be subte (Dont be shy)

Reporting is an imperfect art
u Limfed space
= Fopm cnly for the basic facts

m Facts, quotes, anecdotes, ete. all represent
e anbre Baue and ol the subBisbag
involved, That's hard to do’

10 rules for working wath thie press

= gftectively and enjovably

® B available, F v w10 e e 54 B SRt v P
o maks ool resldatie Fond cuf whal the Sesding i and
call back wm pigniy of teme

B ALAAINTH FOU 18 AIWEYS On e iecord = DEcase
VIR AT, Ay 00N B8 RTeRone el yow ey ve 8 reporier
vy NG Fou kil i e gase i b o]

Qi thisin winsl thry want. 5 0K o ask shat B
B B B W P Db W] et [ ]
i BT

B N lie,

= Respect reporier-source confidentiality.

10 rules .. ..

—

8 Make your poant with p100iee. Vou heve Evading ones.
B2 DURCE Pairld (RO wll Py B ) Tl [Ty — i1
Lo agee i Ayt STy meinm] Lre e LI

# Memember: impsatan! doeen’t eqgual rewsworty,
Tt e Py 00 Do PSR e IEEI N wins i Bols ST M
i S FECCL S

§ Linderntand that reporters ase not cheerleaders.

5 Simplety. simplity, simplity, Repors s wepify yoe
ik b @y e e 6 bethen  pou demglly P

§ Freow when 8o complain Aed when io el 8 meisie go.
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rhir pnpe e

i T U0 |

Be bold, be heard and KIS

% b

By Asloimi Prabha-]oopadd

85



CEPF Mid-term Review Conference

Annex 16 - Presentation: Where to from Here, James Atherton,

Conservation International

The CEPF Mid Term Review:
Where to from here?

M- Teem Erdbuats

Jurss B8, FH1, Sues, F§

Mext Steps...

= Circulate meeting proceedings

v Qdanbesd 15 apply thair et
bearreed and fill capacity gaps

+ Gmall grand Call for proporiale N
Sopt 2011 ho baiget gag filling..

= Empeditesd confracting (oo remaining

Sgspidread GiartL
= Cortines pablivhing and
dessemirading lessons learmed
T e
SCEPE ferminal evaluaticn
eonlerencs in ey D313- padlaps i
Fabs or March
+ Gl Pacific and geanbess B0 Cornlirs
1 Dk i wﬂ'ﬁﬂ:ﬂhﬂ"ﬂi == L
1

If you want to go
fast, paddle alone,
if you want to go
far, paddle

together...
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9 Annex17. Frequently Asked Questions for Current CEPF
Grantees.

Contents
FAQ for Current CEPF Grantees.........cccueereeeesmeeseeesssmesnneens Error! Bookmark not defined.
Reporting Requirements & Grant Management ............cocoivuieiiieieeie s s 88
When are My IePOItS AUB......oeuiiiiieieeiireeeeeeeeeeereeeeeeeeeeereeeeeseeesereeeseessssereseeeeeessenesssenesnsersnnnennnnnns 88
When Wl I 1eCeiVe PAYMENL?...c.ceiiiiiiiieeiieieieeiieeeeeeeeeee e e e et e e s e e e e e e e s ereeeeeeeesseneesseneseserennnnnnnnnns 88
I will not be able to submit my report ontime. Can Ireceive an extension?............cceveeeervnnunnnn 89
Workplan and Grant AGIEEMENT .........eeiuuerireeeiireeeree e are e sr e s e e s ssr e sne e smr e snne e 89
I need to make some changestomy project — what should I dO?..........eiviiiiiiiiiiiii 89
I’m about to purchase some expensive equipment that I had budgeted for. Are there any rules about
L8 T PP P PP P PP PP PPPPPPPPPPPPPPPN 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 [ haveoverspent. Isthispermitted?..........ccoommrmniiiiiiiiimenni e 89
The exchange rate has changed and has significantly reduced the value of my CEPF funds. Can I
FRTeTcy A1 L0 A 111071 1) A PO PT 89
We were able to raise additional fundsto contribute to this project. Where do I record this in the
fINANCTIAL TEPOIT 7.t e e e e s e e s e 90
My grant is closing. Can I apply for more funds?.........c.ouuiiiiiiniiiii 90
L€ 5 1 LA A L PP OTRRPPPPPRR 90
Installation and OpeningProject Data-files — Offline users only ...........cceviiiiveeeiiiiieneeieeenn. 90
How come the Grant Writer data file you sent me won’t open? I double-click on the file and a
window appears prompting meto selecta program from a list.....ce.uoiviiiiiiiiiiii e 90
I can’t seem to open a data file sent by someone for meto review. I try opening it in Grant Writer
and I ga amessage about this “not beinga valid Grant Writer file”. Wha do I do?..................... 90
Do I have to be online (connected to the Internet) in order to work in Grant Writer?.......ccccoeeeeennn. 90
How can I start a new proposalin Grant Writer? I see an optionfor opening an existing project, but
NOt AN OPLiON tO CTEALE ATIEW OTIC..rrruuussreeerrrnnnninassseeeeerernsnaaasseseeernnnns s s eeeeerensm s s e eeeeerrnnsnnnaeees 90
Application and Reporting WorkSheets. ........ueuureiiiiimiie e 91

I am trying to access the reporting worksheets from the “Forms” menu, but nothing happens when I
click onthe different reports. How can I accessthese reporting forms?............eeueeeeeveevemeeeeneennnn 91

I am currently wing Grant Writer to report on an approved project, but Ineedto change some things
in the application due to an amendment to our contract. How can I edit the application worksheets?

Grant Writer doesn’t seem to let me change anything..........ooooviniiiiiiiiiiie e 91
I have some old application templates in Microsoft Word and Excel from a previous project
application. Can’t I justdevelop my proposal using those insteadof Grant Writer?..........cceeeenn 91
Where can I find instructions for creating a well-designed proposal?.........cooevviiiiiiireiiimeninine 91
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Saving, BackingUp, Technical R equirements — Offline users only .........cccccuveicieeiineeennnns 91
Where is my grant application being saved when I use Grant Wrter?.......ooooeveiimiiiiiiiiiiieneeennn 91
How can I backup or copy my grant application? I’ve put many hours of work into this proposal and
I don’t want to lose it should My 1aptOP CIash...cueeeereririieeeiieeeeeir et er e ar e e ereeneenennens 91
What are the software and hardware requirements for intalling CEPF Grant Writer?................... 92
Grant Writer tells me I need to upgrade to a more recent versionof Intanet Explorer. Where can I
download the current version of Internet EXpIOTer?........ovevviieiiimiiiiieiieiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeeeeeeens 92

Sendin g, Submitting, and Printing .........cocciiiiiiiiiiii s 92
How do I send a copy of my Grant Writer grant application to someone for review?...........c.eeueen 92
To whom do Isend my application whenl am finished with all the forms?.........ccccooviiiiinninnnnnn 92

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

without notifying CEPE What does this Mean?..........couvermimiiniiiiieiieies e e e e 92
When Itry to submit my applicaion or send it to a peer, a window appeas that reads “Processing...”
but it just stalls and never does anything. What diould I do?.....ccovvrmmniiiniiii e 93
Can I export my proposal into MS Word so I canprint it and send it to others?............ccevmvvvnnennnnn 93
How do I print a copy of my proposal? ......cceuurueiiiiiiiiiieiee e e 93
When I print my proposal, the boxes and frame borders that are visible on the print preview screen
do not print. How can I make those print so my budget and LogFrame are easierto read?............. 93
Grant WHtEr ONINE USEIS ..eeeeiuueeeeereierieeeaiseeessesseeesssmreeessasneee s sesseeesmsssseeessasmmeeeessnnneeeseannneesss 93
Where is my grant application being saved when I use Grant Wrter Online?.........cccooevvemiieeernnnnn. 93
How can I get ahard copy of the Grant Writer file for my 1records?.........u.eueeeeeemmeereeeeeeemeeeeneennnn 93

I knowI submitted my Quarter 1 report on time, but when I logged in today to work on my Quarter 2
report, I could not openit because Quarter 1 was still marked as un-submitted. What happened?...94

1 Reporting Requirements & Grant Management

When are my repoits due ?

Your reporting 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 fnancial 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
repating is unique to each grant. Your final completion report and final financial report will be due 60
days after the closure date of your grant.

When will Ireceive payment?

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

Subse quent payments are requested in your fnancial reports. The amount in “Advance Received” is what
your next payment will be. This amount is alculated by subtracting your cbsing balance (the cash you
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have left on hand) from your projected expenditures (how much money youthink you will need for the
next severalmonths).

Please allowtwo weeks from the time you submit your repott to receive your payment. Errors in reports
will need to be correded and will cause delays in receiving your payment.

I will not be able to submitmy report on time. Can I receive an extension?

We cannot grant extensions to reporting deadlines as this is a contractual obligation. We understand that

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

you foresee difficulty in submitting your report by the deadline, please contact your grant coordinaor,
who may be able to assist you.

2 Workgan andGrant Agreement

I need to make some changes to my project— whatshouldI do?

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

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

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. If you have questions abou the procurement guidelines, please
contact your grant coordinator.

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 pe rmitted?

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
section of your report. Additionally, when redistributing the funds, please keep any programmatic
implications in mind and be sure youare still in compliance with our procurement guicelines.

If you need to realign more than 15%, you need prior approval from your grant director. Please send a
formal request with proposed changesto your budget.

The exchange rate has changed and has significantly reduced the value of my CEPF funds. Can I
re cei ve more money?

Unfortunately, CEPF cannot fund currency exchange rate fluduations. 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 creating your project budget.
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We were ale to raise additional funds to contribute to this project. Where do I record this in the
financial report?
Congratulations on successfully leveraging additional funds, but only CEPF funds should be recorded in

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

My grant is closing. Can Iapply for more funds?

A specific amount of funds are allocated for investment in each region, which is designed to last for five
years. Once all funds have been distributed and we reach the five-year mark, the region is “closed” and

we no longer accept letters of inquiry.

Please check our website to see if your region is still accepting letters of inquiry. If so, youmay submit
another letter of inquiry for consideration. If your region is no longer accepting LOIs, please contact your

grant director, as he or she may be aware of additional sources of funding that may be able to support
yourproject.

3 GrantWriter

Installation and Opening Project Data-files — Offline users only

How come the Grant Writer data file you sent me won* open? I double-click on the file and a
window appears prom ptingme to select a program from alist.

Grant Writer data files cannat be accessed by double-clickingon the file. Youmust first launch the Grant
Writer program from your Start button (Start >Programs—> CEPF Grant Writer), then open the project
from within Grant Writer (File=> Open Project).

I can’t seem to open a data file sent by someone for me to review. I try opening itin Grant Wiiter
andI get a message about this ‘“not being a valid Grant Writer file’. What do I do?

Check the extension of the file sent to you for review. Ifit ends in .html, it’s most likely a read-only copy
of a Grant Writer proposal that cannat be opened from within Grant Writer. To view a read-only (.html)
version of a proposal or repott, simply open the file in Internet Exploter or ancther web browser.

Usually, just double-clickingthe file will launch your browser and display the Grant Writer application
for review.

Do Thave to be online (connected tothe Internet) in orderto work in Grant Writer?

No, you do NOT have to be online ifyou downloaded the Grant Writer software and installed it on your

PC. You should have everything youneed to work on your proposal on your computer (the Grant Writer
software and your application data file). Eventhough Grant Writer works through your internet browser

(Internet Explorer), it is working completely offline and is writing to a data file located on your hard

drive.
However, you do needto be connected tothe intemet to send your data file to a peer for revieworto

submit yourapplication to CEPF.

How can I start a new proposal in Grant Writer? I see an option for opening an existing project,
but not an option to create anew one.
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Grant Writer does not allow for the creation of a newproject. The program can only be used to complete
existing application data files sent to you by CEPF after beinginvitedto Part 2 of our application process.
The first step in requesting poject funding from CEPF is to submit a letter of inquiry. For guicelines,
visit http://www.cepf.net/xp/cepf/apply/index.xml.

Application and Reporting Worksheets

I am trying to access the reporting worksheets from the ‘Forms” menu, but nothing happens when
I clidk on the different reports. How can Iaccess these reporting forms?

When you are in the application phase of your project, the reporting forms are disabled and cannot be
accessed. Ifyour project is gpproved, CEPF will send you a new Grant Writer data file that has the

repoating worksheets enabled and the application woiksheets locked.

I am currently using Grant Writer to report on an approved project, but I need to change some
things in the application due to an amendment to our ontract. How can Iedit the application
worksheets? Grant Writer doesn’tseem toletme change anything.

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

project plan exactly as it is ottlined in your grant agreement. If an amendment will occur, you will be
senta new reporting data filethat has been adjusted by CEPF according to theterms of your amendment.

Contact your grant director ifyouhave not received anew reporting data file.

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

No. Unless you were specifically told to use the Word and Excel format templates, CEPF will not accept
applications submitted in those formas. 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 application using Grant
Writer.

Where can Ifind instructions for creating a well -designe d proposal ?

Your installaion of CEPF Grant Writer contains general information and instructions for filling out each
worksheet, including guidelines for developing a sound projed¢ proposal and log frame. Anywhere you
see an icon with a question mark (?),click the iconto bring up the help file forthat paticular section.

Saving, Backing Up, Technical Requirements — Offline users only

Where is my grant application being saved when Iuse Grant Writer?

Your applicaion is being saved inthe data file that was originally sentto youin an e-mail from
cepfsupport @conservation.org. The data filehas a.gwa extension. When youare working in Grant
Wrriter, the program s savingyour work to that data file each time youpress Save.

How can I backup or copy my grant application? I’ve put many hours of work into this propoesal
andI don’twant tolose it should my laptop crash.
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Your entire grant application or approved grant reporting information is stored in the data file for your
project. Thefile hasa .gwa extension. You can copy that data file to a floppy 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 file (like aWord or Excel document).

What are the software andhardware re quirements for installing CEPF Grant Writer?

Currently, Grant Writer is compatible with both PCs and Macintosh computers, and works with most
internet browsers (Internet Explorer, Firefox,etc). Itis not yet available for Windows Vista, and it may
not function properly with older versions of Windows. If youexperience problems, please contact your
grant coordinator.

Grant Writer tells me I need to upgrade toa more recent version of Internet Explorer. Where can
I downloadthe current version of InternetExplorer?

Youcan obtain the most recent version of Interet Explorer by visiting Microoft’s Internet Explorer

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

Sending, Submitting, and Printing

How do Isend a copy of my Grant Writer grant application to someone for re vie w?

There are two options:

First, if the reviewer simply needs toread your application and does not need to makeany changesto it,
youshould wse the File=> Send to A Peer feature within Grant Write and select “A read-only copy ofthe
application in HTML format”. This will senda copy of your proposal (or whichever worksheet you
designate) as aread-only HT ML file. The recipient does not reed to have Grant Writer installed to view
your proposal — they simply need any browser such as Internet Explorer or Netscape Navigator.

The second option is suitable when youneedto send your proposal to someone for them to actually edit
the proposalor complete a portion of it. To send your actual data file,simply choose the File>Send to A
Peerand select “My actual application data, which must be viewed using the CEPF Grant Writer
software.” This will send an exact copy of the data file you are currently working with, which must be
opened using the Grant Writer software.

To whom doI sendmy apgication when I am finished with all the forms?

Please do nat e-mailthe application to your grant director or to any other CEPF e-mail address unless
specifically requestedto do so. Rather, open your project application in Grant Writer and select
File>Submitto CEPF. When the submission window appears, confirm that you are done by checking
the “Yes, I am finished” box and hit “Submit”. This will send your application directly into our database
and is by farthe best way to ensure we receive and begin processing your application. Remember, you
must be connected tothe internet in order to submit your application.

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

submission for this application is already being reviewed by CEPF”’ and that I can’t submit again
without notifying CEPF. What does this mean?
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It means that youhave previously submitted the application and it is marked as “Final” in our system. If
youneed to submit again because of revisions, contad your grant director. They can mark the existing
submission as “Not Final” which will allow you to immediately resubmit your application.

When I try to submit my application or send it to a peer, a window appears that reads
“Processing...” butit just stalls andne ver does anything. What should I1do?

There is a problem with your data filethat is preventing it from being submitted into our tracking
database. Usually, this problem can be resolved easily. Just email cepfsupport @conservation.org with a
description of your problem and we will assist you with resolving it so your data file can be sent or
submitted.

Canlexport my proposal into MS Word so I can print it and sendit to others?

Grant Writer doesn’t have an export feature. If you want anicely formatted version of your proposal for
printing, simply selea File>Print Preview Entire Project (or Current Form if you only want to print one
worksheet). The result is an html fileready-to-print. You should see a Print button onthe firg page, but
if it is not there, justright-click anywhere on the page and choose Print.

If you’d liketo send a similarly formatted version of your proposal/reports to others, select File=> Sendto
a Peer and select “ A read-only copy of the application in HTML format™. This allows youto send a read-
only, formatted versbn of your proposal that can be viewed without the Grant Writer soft ware.

How do I print a copy of my proposal ?

Select File>Print Preview Entire Project (or Current Form if you only want to print one worksheet). The
result is an html file ready-to-print. You should see aPrint button on the first page, but if it is not there,
just right-click anywhere onthe page and choose Print.

When I print my proposal, the boxes and frame borders that are visible on the print preview screen
do not print. How can I make those print so my budget and LogFrame are easierto read?

The lines and borders that you see onthe screen are background graphics. Assuch, they will only print if
your browser is set toprint background colors and images. IfInternet Explorer is your browser, open t
and go to Tools—> Internet Options—=> Advanced and scroll down to the Print sedion where you should see
an entry for Print Background Colors and Images. Make surethe box next tothis entry is checked, then
click OK. The boxes and lines will now print with your proposal.

Grant Writer Online users

Where is my grant application being saved when Iuse Grant Writer Online?

The informaion you write in your online proposal or reports will be saved toour 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 Wiiter file formy records?

At any time you can obtain an html version of the proposal or report by using the “Sendto a Peer”
function. If for somereasonyou needthe actual data file (which can only be opened by downloading
Grant Writer), please contact your grant coordinator.
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I know I submitted my Quarter 1 report on time, but when Ilogged in today to work on my
Quarter 2 report, I could not openit because Quarter 1 was still marked as un-submitted. What
happened?

When using Grant Writer online, it isnecessary to save your work at least twice — at least once before you
submit the report to CEPF, and once after. You needto reopenthe report you just submitted and click
“save” one more time. This way, youare not only saving the data youentered, but also the successful
submission of the report. Your grant coordinator can assist you with correcting this problem when you
see it, but toprevent it inthefuture, be sure to always hit “save” even after submitting
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