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Introduction

The Darwin Initiative Workshop took place on 12 October 2004 in London, providing an opportunity for those involved in the Darwin Initiative to meet and exchange experiences. The workshop was chaired by Professor David Ingram, Chairman of the Darwin Advisory Committee and attended by over sixty participants. The workshop consisted of five presentations, two in the morning, three in the afternoon, followed by participants’ discussion sessions. The main theme of the morning was “The ecosystems approach for biodiversity conservation – Issues and best practices emerging from Darwin Initiative projects”.  Two presentations, given by Professor Edward Maltby, Royal Holloway Institute, and Dr Philip Bubb, UNEP WCMC, provided participants with an overview of the ecosystem approach, its role in achieving the goals of the Convention on Biological Biodiversity (CBD), and reflection on the implication and challenges for the Darwin Initiative and its projects. 

During the afternoon, three parallel discussion sessions were held, following brief presentations on three different topics:

1. Financing Conservation: Options, Challenges and Lessons (Rosalind Aveling, Fauna and Flora International)

2. The Darwin Initiative in the UK Overseas Territories (Sarah Sanders, RSPB)

3. How to best use information and experience from the Darwin Initiative to inform policy and practice in support of biodiversity conservation (Rehema White, Edinburgh Centre for Tropical Forests/ECTF).

All presentations can be downloaded from the Darwin website, http://www.darwin.gov.uk/events/

This report summarises the outcome of the discussion sessions on the above topics.

Session 1. The ecosystems approach for biodiversity conservation – Issues and best practices emerging from Darwin projects: Participants’ discussion following presentations by Edward Maltby and Philip Bubb 

Background

The ecosystem approach is a strategy for the integrated management of land, water and living resources that promotes conservation and sustainable use in an equitable way.  The approach recognises that humans, with their cultural diversity, form an integral part of ecosystems. The aim of applying this approach is to reach a balance between three objectives of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), namely conservation; sustainable use; and the fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising out of the utilisation of genetic resources. 

The ecosystem approach is the primary framework for action under the Convention. The Conference of the Parties (COP) endorsed the description of the ecosystem approach and recommended the application of the principles and operational guidelines.  The seventh meeting of COP also requested an analysis of the range of existing tools and approaches consistent with the Convention’s ecosystem approach, as well as the development of a web-based “sourcebook”.  The “sourcebook” would also include a database of case studies searchable by eco-region and sector, and accessible through the clearinghouse mechanism. 

The ecosystem approach does not preclude other management and conservation approaches, such as biosphere reserves, protected areas, and single-species conservation programmes or other approaches under existing national policy and legislative frameworks.  Rather, it can serve to integrate all these approaches and other methodologies to address the complex, and often inter-related, root causes leading to degradation of the biological environment and biodiversity loss.  Implementation of the ecosystem approach depends on favourable local, provincial, national, regional or global conditions. Hence there are many ways in which ecosystem approaches may be used as a framework for putting in practice the Convention’s objectives.

The following points were raised during the discussion:

· The ecosystem approach is a different term for a holistic concept of conservation

· Many Darwin projects practise this approach but may use a different name

· The ecosystem approach should involve all relevant sectors of society and scientific disciplines; there is a need for scientists to improve communication with the public to increase public understanding of the concept.

· Understanding is a first step but not enough; participation is required but needs incentives. 

· Management needs to take into account that both cultural and biological diversity are central components of the ecosystem approach. Different sectors of society view ecosystems in terms of their own economic, cultural and society needs. In particular indigenous peoples and other local communities are important stakeholders and their rights, interests and knowledge should be recognized.

· Environmental mainstreaming is a difficult task as different sectors of governments and societies need to be engaged; such mainstreaming should encompass risk management.

· A holistic approach requires multi-disciplinary teams and particularly management skills within projects.

· Ecosystem processes are characterized by varying temporal scales and lag-effects, conflicting with the tendency of humans to favour short-term and immediate benefits over future ones. Hence it is important to set objectives for ecosystem management for the long term.

· The considerable amount of information from Darwin projects could be consolidated and made available in the form of a sourcebook (web-based) on how to put this concept into practice.

Session 2. Financing Conservation: Options, Challenges and Lessons (facilitator: Peter Bailey, ECTF)

The presentation generated discussion amongst participants about challenges of obtaining and using funding from multiple sources, and sharing lessons. The discussion highlighted the following key issues.

Co-financing – two different kinds of contributions

· Co-financing is referred to in Darwin application forms as matched funding and seems to mean two different kinds of contributions, a) from host country partner, usually in kind such as staff time or other resources; b) from other sources such as donors or corporates, usually financial. 

· Partner contributions are usually secured in advance and are in many ways critical to the successful execution of the project; they indicate the commitment of partners to the project and can therefore be an indicator of viability and often sustainability of a project.

· Additional donor funding is often applied for after Darwin funds have been secured and therefore easier to report at the end of a project rather than to predict at the beginning; it is not necessarily critical to the success of the project but may enable additional work to be done – an indicator of leverage.

Claiming co-financing in Darwin application: a double-edged sword?

The budget section on Darwin application forms does not distinguish between the different kinds of contributions, which raises a number of questions to be clarified:

· What information is Darwin looking for when asking about co-financing? Partner buy-in, sustainability, value for money, leverage?

· Is the co-financing proportion of the overall budget used as a filter when approving proposals, ie should projects aim for a minimum of x% matching funding? It is easier to guarantee in kind partner contributions rather than from other funding sources, but costing these in monetary terms is often difficult and meaningless. Could this be a separate item on the application form that is costed directly and non-financially in terms of time and resources rather than using financial guestimates?

· Darwin stipulates that it will fund projects that are unlikely to receive alternative funds, however, wants to see evidence of co-financing. If this refers to financial resources from other donors, there is clarification from Darwin required on what kinds of co-financing are perceived positive, and what kinds might indicate that the project does not qualify for, or not need Darwin funding.

· Does Darwin have to be the primary source of income? What happens (although unlikely) if matched funding is higher than the Darwin funding?

Corporate funding as form of co-financing?

Although there is a move towards greater engagement of the private sector in funding biodiversity, this raises ethical issues for some organisations. Questions to the Darwin Initiative include:

· What does Darwin advocate with regard to corporate co-financing? Does it have a position or any guidance for applicants?

· How do small organisations gain access to corporates to engage with them?

Responsibility for thinking about co-financing (whether from corporates or other donors)?

· If the Darwin Initiative wish to see their funds go further by leveraging co-financing, should this always be the responsibility of the applicant or can the Darwin Initiative do more to advise applicants of appropriate sources of co-financing?

· Could Darwin even take ownership of the issue themselves and boost the Darwin pot through co-financing at the level of the entire Initiative rather than leaving it to projects?

Session 3. The Darwin Initiative in the UK Overseas Territories (UKOTs) (facilitator: Martin Davies, RSPB)

The UK Overseas Territories (UKOTs) cover a diverse array of habitats; almost all are small islands and many of them are in remote locations, with very high rates of endemism amongst the species they support. The UKOTs are locally self-governed. However, the UK retains responsibility for external affairs and is ultimately responsible for OT compliance with international environment agreements extended to them, including requirements under the CBD. Due to this status it is not possible for the UKOTs to access international funding; the Darwin Initiative represents one of the main funding source for the UKOTs. The discussion focused on the development of a SWOT analysis (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats) of the current situation regarding the interaction between the UK OTs and the Darwin Initiative.  The main points identified under each item are summarised below:

	STRENGTHS



	Related to OTs
	Related to Darwin Initiative

	Geographical

· Richness in biodiversity

· Lack of external impact due to remoteness of location

· Habitats on small islands are manageable size

Societal

· Small communities make it easy to build relationships

· Low population/development pressure

· English speaking population; cultural and legal links with UK


	· Positive Darwin track record

· Darwin grants are small and flexible

· Darwin provides a much needed source of funding

· UK academic expertise able to provide assistance to OTs

· Good chance of OT applications to receive funding

· Poverty/GDP not an assessment criteria for funding

	WEAKNESSES



	Related to OTs
	Related to Darwin Initiative

	Geographical

· Expensive places to work in due to isolation

· Difficult logistics (transport, communication)

· Remoteness makes linked/networked projects difficult

· Variances across OTs in terms of cost of working

Political/Societal

· Political sensitivities with neighbouring countries

· Other local priorities (e.g. health)

· Poor knowledge base for most groups of organisms

· Reluctance of small communities to work with outsiders

· Small communities= small number of people (who can hold power over projects success); 

· Few skilled people; these are overstretched

· High staff turnover

· Lack of economic alternatives to natural resources exploitation

· Long term dependency on external aid since long-term conservation difficult to sustain


	· Darwin does not cover all conservation needs (e.g. rat eradication South Atlantic)

· OTs have to compete with rest of the world for funding

· Reputation of Darwin Initiative in OTs

· Defra sees Darwin as its way of supporting OTs – this may be insufficient

· Match/extra funding is not available

· Lack of awareness/interest in UK institutions



	OPPORTUNITIES
	THREATS

	· Raise awareness in the UK of environmental issues on the OTs

· Review success of projects and publicise

· Make links with the CBD more explicit

· Inform policy, e.g. CBD Islands Programme of work, Biodiversity and Tourism

· Implement CBD throughout all OTs

· Exploit pre project funding options

· Provide alternative source of income for communities

· Development of local skills

· Engage more local project staff


	· Critically endangered biodiversity

· External threats (increase of existing, new ones)

· No UK political commitment to help OTs

· Competition from other organisations for Darwin funding; OTs marginalized against larger competitors for Darwin funds

· Continuity of work/funding

· Rapid modernisation and increasing development pressure

· Influx of tourism

· Overload of local partners

· High staff turnover (brain-drain)

	

	


Session 4. How best to use information and experience from the Darwin Initiative to inform policy and practice in support of biodiversity conservation (facilitator: Paul van Gardingen, ECTF)

Should all projects influence policy and practice?

The discussion started by questioning if all projects should seek to influence policy and practice.  The discussion highlighted the following points:

· One of the strengths of the Darwin Initiative has been the flexible approach to policy issues.  This should remain as it represents a comparative advantage of Darwin compared with other funders such as the research councils.

· All projects should seek to understand current policy process for the country that they operate in.

· Projects should be able to explain their role to be able to influence policy or practice, recognising that this should be selected in such a way that is likely to increase impact on the CBD.

Flexibility is essential

The subsequent discussion took up the theme of a flexible approach to understanding potential links between projects, policy and practice.  A few key points were illustrated within a common theme of understanding problems to design solutions:

· Understand the problem.  (Earlier discussion had referred to DFID’s Sustainable Livelihoods approach to analysis of problems, which has specific reference to the roles of policies, institutions and processes in determining outcomes.)

· Identify key local stakeholders and their needs.  Be flexible to meet these needs.

· Identify demand, mechanisms and opportunities to feed into policy.

· Accept that there is often a need to have awareness raising activities to generate demand for action

Types and levels of policy and practice

As the discussion progressed, several participants gave examples to illustrate that there are many different levels of intervention that projects could target.  This might be at the level of a local community, region or national government, but equally could be at the international level.  Key points discussed were:

· Recognise that there are different levels of policy and practice.

· Understanding the nature of the problem will help to select the appropriate level to target policy or practice

· A valid objective for the Darwin Initiative (as opposed to individual projects) would be to influence international processes or actions.  One concrete opportunity would be to improve the implementation of the CBD.

Learning

The group defined a real need to enhance the learning between projects within the Darwin Initiative.  It was felt that this would greatly enhance the overall impact of the Initiative and generate enhanced political support for the programme.  It was recognised that such a process of learning would require additional investment, and it was strongly stated that this should not take resources away from existing projects.  Learning was seen as a highly necessary additional activity, rather than a reallocation of existing resources.

Specific Opportunities

The group discussed ideas and specific opportunities for individual projects as well as the whole programme to influence policy and practice.  It was noted that in many cases, opportunities are time-bound and urgent:

· Projects should contact their recipient country’s CBD focal point to determine if information could assist in implementing CBD obligations
.

· Synthesis and analysis of findings at a national and regional level should be provided to the relevant focal points (at Darwin programme level).

· The Darwin Initiative should seek to enhance engagement with the CBD Secretariat and provide information to improve implementation of the CBD.  One suggestion would be a source book on the Ecosystem Approach.

· The GEF needs to understand impact in 2005.  Information from individual projects and ECTF’s Monitoring and Evaluation project may help

· There is a need to measure value for money, both to be able to report to Parliament and to convince external actors to invest in upscaling biodiversity conservation.

· There is a need to understand what the Darwin Initiative (programme) has told us, as well as individual projects.  Synthesis of results at programme level has the potential for much greater impact.

· Questionnaires could be sent to projects and partners to distil their experience on issues relevant to policy and practice
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� It was noted that a significant proportion of projects, currently have no contact with their national focal point
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