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Opening Session

Prof. David Ingram, Chairman of the Darwin Initiative Advisory Committee, welcomed participants to the Darwin Workshop.  He highlighted the workshop objectives of providing a forum for exchange of experiences, lessons learned and developments between Project Leaders, the Darwin Initiative Advisory Committee and Secretariat, and members of the ECTF.   He introduced The Edinburgh Centre for Tropical Forests (ECTF) team, who supported the UK Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) in running this workshop and is contracted to undertake the monitoring and evaluation of the Darwin Initiative Programme.  

In relaying a message from Hon. Elliot Morley, Minister for the Defra, the Chair highlighted the following main updates from the Darwin Initiative:

· Following an additional GBP 7 million funding to the Darwin Initiative over three years, announced at the World Summit on Sustainable Development in September 2002, three new schemes designed to enhanced the impact and legacy of the Darwin Initiative have been put in place:

· The Pre-Project Scheme offer one-off funding for travel costs to a host country to enable UK institutions to develop a Darwin project application in collaboration with host country partners.

· The Darwin Scholarship offers funding for promising member of recent or current Darwin Initiative project who are from countries rich in biodiversity but poor in financial resources to broaden their professional knowledge and experience.

· Post-Project Scheme offers funding to a small number of successful Darwin Initiative Projects to follow up work for up to two years after the original project has completed, in order to maximise the results of these projects and strengthen their long-term impact and legacy.  Three projects were announced as having been awarded post-project funding in 2003. 

· Recognition of the contribution made by Darwin Advisory Committee members in guiding the Initiative, and in particular thanking the contribution of retiring members – Dr. Simon Lyster, Professor Janet Sprent and Professor Jacqueline McGlade.  Participants were also informed of two Advisory Committee working groups – one on future strategic direction and alliances and the second on raising awareness of biodiversity issues and of the Darwin Initiative.

Session 1:  Protected Areas for Biodiversity Conservation

The Chair introduced the session by highlighting the current global debate taking place on protected areas and how they can best meet various objectives ranging from biodiversity conservation to poverty reduction.  Protected areas are identified under the Convention on Biological Diversity as key mechanisms for in-situ species and habitat conservation, and the recent World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) emphasised their role in sustainable development. 

The first presentation by Alex Forbes, ECTF Monitoring and Evaluation Programme, provided an overview of the Darwin project portfolio that directly and indirectly support protected areas, and highlighted Darwin Initiative project trends and future challenges.  A copy of the paper can be downloaded from the Darwin Website.   The second presentation by Dr. Nigel Leader-Williams, DICE – University of Kent, presented a case study on the Darwin Initiative supported project in the Masai Mara Nature Reserve in Kenya involving biodiversity conservation and community participation in the management of conservation areas.  
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Issues and observations

Key issues discussed by participants during session 1 included:

· Protected Areas as a land use:  Establishment and management of protected areas needs to demonstrate that benefits at local and/or national level shall be equivalent or more compared to alternative land uses (e.g. conversion to agriculture and other destructive uses).  As such protected area planning and management needs to be integrated within land use planning processes for adjacent lands.  Similarly, several participants highlighted successful instances of communities managing biodiversity on community land, as well as options for protected areas on other types of state land (e.g. military training areas) or private land.   

· Projected Areas and People:   Participants acknowledge that people living adjacent to protected areas need to be involved in management as well as receive socio-economic benefits.  Several participants gave examples of anthropological studies and community-based initiatives demonstrating contributions to effective biodiversity conservation in and adjacent to PAs.  Discussions evolved into raising the need for Darwin Initiative projects to strengthen their own capacity, through UK or in-country partner institutions, to effectively incorporate social assessment and planning.  Some participants stated that the Darwin Initiative Project Application forms and guidelines emphasise biological knowledge acquisition rather than sociological approaches, while others recognised the need for social development expertise / inputs to strengthen Darwin projects.  The Chair stated that the Darwin Initiative, within its available funds, supports those projects that successfully meet the criteria, irrespective of biological or social approaches. 

· Local institutions:  Several participants highlighted the need to strengthen local institutions in order to realise long-term PAs viability and lasting Darwin legacy.  Examples ranged from training Park Authorities to effectively manage site-specific PAs to local community institutions involved in partnerships for biodiversity conservation and sustainable use.  Similarly, ecotourism was highlighted as one area where best to work through local institutions, and demonstrate working examples where benefits are shared with those local communities engaged in protection and conservation.   Several participants recognised the need for Darwin projects to broaden their technical assistance inputs in order to better support institutional development as well as general social development needs within projects.

· Biodiversity conservation based on knowledge:  A number of participants highlighted the ongoing need to better understand species dynamics and trends, based on the application of sound science, before management options can be formulated.  Consequently, sufficient time and resources need to be made available to enable knowledge acquisition, and a balance achieved with more participatory approaches to information acquisition and management planning.  It was highlighted that this was a traditional niche which the Darwin Initiative supported and was valued by those engaged in conservation.

· Sustainability:  It was highlighted that local institutional viability and demonstration of biodiversity conservation and socio-economic benefits are critical building blocks for sustainability of initiatives post Darwin funding.   However, participants stated that, whilst efforts should be placed on generating funds from benefits (e.g. eco-tourism), there will be an on-going need for conservation financing in the long-term.  A few participants highlighted the challenge of demonstrating biodiversity conservation as a tool for poverty reduction (i.e. contributing to the Millennium Development Goals) and thus obtain funding from bilateral/multilateral donors (i.e. UK Department for International Development) and host country Governments.  

Session 2:  Monitoring and Evaluation as a tool to improve Darwin Projects

Alex Forbes, ECTF Monitoring and Evaluation Programme, presented an overview on monitoring and evaluation approaches for improving Darwin Project planning and implementation.    Presentation notes are available on the Darwin website (www.darwin.gov.uk/events/workshop_22-10-2003.ppt).  This was followed by plenary and group discussions on monitoring and planning frameworks. 

The session presentation centred on highlighting the importance of monitoring and evaluation, the differences and links between the two within the context of the project cycle and the use of the logical framework as a planning and monitoring tool.  Monitoring is essentially a regular information gathering tool to allow assessment of 

· project efficiency in terms of using project inputs to execute tasks (i.e. activities); and, and

· project effectiveness whereby tasks contribute to achieving project outputs.

Evaluation is an assessment of how a project has achieved its stated outputs and purpose, normally at the end of a given period and usually involves external assessment and judgement on performance.  Evaluation draws on the analysis of information gathered through monitoring, and stakeholder perceptions to allow overall assessment of:

· project effectiveness in terms of outputs being achieved and resulting in stated project purpose.

· The impact of project purpose and outputs towards contributing to the project goal.

· The sustainability of the project outputs and purpose to continue towards contributing to the project goal in the absence of project continuation.

Monitoring informs management of projects, and where remedial inputs or actions might be required to overcome constraints.  In addition, monitoring allows for the acquisition of information that is used in the content of project dissemination materials as well as reporting to donors and institutional partners.

Issues and observations

Plenary discussions raised the following key points:

· Project Design:   A number of participants highlighted the challenge of presenting their project application logframes on a single page as required in the Darwin Project Application forms.  The Darwin Initiative sets the overall objective for each project as supporting the implementation of the CBD in countries rich in biodiversity but poor in financial resources.  Participants highlighted the challenge of linking their project Purpose with this high level overall objective.  Participants suggested that:  a second page is accommodated in the application form and an intermediate objective be inserted between the overall objective and the project purpose.

Darwin Secretariat respond that preference for a one page logframe challenges applicants to present a concise project design that is realistic within the given timeframe (maximum of 3 years) and is specific in its intended impact and outcomes.  In addition the Darwin Secretariat stated that the links between overall objective and project purpose should be defined through the purpose level indicators.


· Project Reviews:  Several participants recommended that the full review reports undertaken by external reviews should be made available to project leaders rather than just the summary sections that are currently circulated.

The Darwin Secretariat confirmed that it was decided that full review reports by external reviewers shall be circulated to project leaders henceforth.  It was also decided that the identity of the external reviews shall remain anonymous.


· Project Monitoring:  A number of participants highlighted the need to strengthen their reporting of progress and impact at the levels of purpose and outputs, rather than limiting reporting to completion of activities.  In order to do, participants recognised the need for logframe indicators to be SMART (specific, measurable, attributable, relevant and time-bound) and for information to be gathered by the project over time to enable analysis of progress against indicators.  A number of participants suggested that the Darwin Initiative makes available guidance notes on monitoring and provides training to project leaders and beneficiaries.


Whilst for some existing projects, host institutions are actively engaged in reporting on progress, it was acknowledged that for other projects improvements could be made.  It was suggested that Darwin Initiative could review reporting formats to promote the effective involvement of host country institutions in project reporting.


· Project Application Forms and Guidelines:  Several participants stated that the Round 12 Project Application Forms and Guidelines had been further strengthened compared to Round 11.  Examples given were the elimination of duplication in information requirements, reduced confusion in project intervention heading, and improved clarity in the logical framework example.  However, it was highlighted by several participants that further improvements were required, examples being:  consistency in addressing “assumptions/risks” between the logframe example and the descriptive guidance notes on logframes, revised formatting of the guidelines example to provide more space for entry of assumptions/risks.

 

Group Exercise on Logframes for Planning and Monitoring

Participants undertook group exercises where anonymous logical frameworks from previous unsuccessful Darwin applications were circulated and groups invited to review the content and highlight where improvements could be made to the logical frameworks in terms of intervention logic, indicators and assumptions.  Groups were also asked to comment on suitability of indicators for purposes of monitoring progress and achievements.

Main observations and conclusions per group are highlighted below:

Group 1:

Observations from group 1 included:

1. Purpose, outputs and activities indicate overly ambitious project (i.e. assuming large geographic area) within timeframe.

2. Lack of clarity in invention methodology – between purpose, outputs and activities, and in particular with regard to the biological and social aspects of the project.

3. Number of state outputs are actually describing activities (tasks).

4. Limited references to local partners involved in the project implementation.

5. Monitoring of progress will be difficult due to non-SMART indications.

As part of the exercise, the group reformulated an output and corresponding activities and indicators.

Group 2:

Major issues arising from Group 2’s review of their logical framework example revealed:

1. Insufficient link between the purpose statement of the project and the overall goal (Darwin imposed goal linked to the CBD)

2. Complicated purpose statement reflecting complex project.

3. Lack of clarity in hierarchy from goal to purpose to outputs to activities.

4. Indicators are not Sensitive, Measurable, Attributable, Relevant and Time-bound (SMART) 

5. Assumptions appear generic since they do not relate to different levels of the intervention logic.

Group 3:

Major issues arising from Group 3 and their examination of the logical framework included:

1. Lack of clarity and linkages between the purpose and goal.   Group suggested that Darwin should consider an intermediary level within the intervention logic, for instance a project specific goal leading on to the existing over arching Darwin Goal.

2. Outputs describe activities rather than specific outcomes/deliverables.

3. Questionable that planned outputs to do cumulatively attain the intended purpose.  Also project dominated by one output – maybe reflecting its value as the purpose statement or other outputs being subset of one dominant output.

4. Participation of stakeholders into management planning process not clear.

5. Optimistic timing causing concern on realism of project.

6. Measurable indicators are not SMART and reflect milestones.

7. Indicators are interchangeable with verification.

8. Means of verification do not adequately test whether output achieved.

9. Some of the assumptions are more relevant as indicators, and not all levels of the intervention logic reflect corresponding assumptions.

Group 4

Issues arising from the analysis of the logical framework include:

1. Purpose statement is wordy and obtuse.  Incorporates elements of outputs and activities.

2. Proposed outputs, largely scientific assessment, do not related directly to the proposed purpose which put emphasis on management for conservation.

3. Measurable indicators are not SMART – actually they described activities.

4. Means of verification also reflect activities / tasks to be undertaken rather than describe where information for measurement can be found.

5. Conclusion that this project would be very difficult to monitor.

Session Conclusion

Participants welcomed the opportunity to engage with the Darwin Secretariat on issues of project design, management and monitoring.  Increased understanding was achieved by both Darwin Secretariat and Beneficiaries on each others perspectives of project design and monitoring, and concrete suggestions made for improvements in Darwin systems to ensure submission of strong project proposals and more effective monitoring of Darwin projects against stated purpose and outputs. 

	WHAT WAS LIKED
	

	· Very useful for understanding new Darwin funding selection process works
	· Interesting and worthwhile workshop that was well run.

	· Logical framework group seminar – a useful exercise.  Reinforced the value of the technique to promote a successful project.  Thank you.
	· Am – useful 

	· Very useful.   
	· Enjoyable and generally well co-ordinated.

	· As usual a very useful workshop that will make successful applicants even more successful.  
	· Very useful information.

	· It was very useful to have insights into the fundamental concerns within Darwin Initiative grant holders, especially the fact that many felt their projects were failures many of us felt that way with a 3 year time limit on our projects
	· Very helpful introductory sessions.

	· Very useful meeting, especially discussion on logical framework.
	· Useful.

	· Very useful day.
	· Good opportunity to examine and learn more about logical framework.

	· Interesting
	· Excellent discussion a.m.

	· Useful
	· Enjoyable useful event, with good range of participation and input.

	· Good session day for hearing about other experiences.
	· Useful

	· A useful introduction the Darwin Initiative – good mix of presentation.
	· Interesting day

	· I found the exercise looking at Logical Frameworks useful for future applications.
	· Well Done!!

	· Good stimulating debate and discussion.
	


Workshop Evaluation

	COMMENTS & IDEAS
	

	· I feel that projects should (funding available) run for between 3-5 years, 3 years is not long enough for many types of biodiversity projects.
	· Perhaps such a workshop would be more useful to unsuccessful applicants.

	· Shouldn’t first stage projects be more stringently assessed before invitation to proceed
	· Keep Darwin’s focus on the applied science, developing countries need to conserve biodiversity.

	· Suggestion for next workshop: managing change – what to do if assumptions turn out to be wrong – if budget needs to be shifted etc…
	· Would be good to see outcomes of protected area discussion for Darwin!!

	· Get overseas partners to contribute to the debates (email conference, etc…)
	· Next theme: Monitoring Darwin Projects impact on Biodiversity conservation.

	· Training provision by Defra on Logical Framework in future?
	· Focus on lessons learned for dissemination.

	· Conference ideas:  1) Building genuine overseas partnership. 2)  Geographically themed e.g East Africa
	· Perhaps a workshop on how to complete the ideal Log Frame.

	· Request for specific information regarding Post Project funding – guidelines required to organisation invited to apply.  Concern exists over gap between project end and commencement of new funding, in terms of losing all project staff.
	· Ask a selection of project leader what has been the most important lesson they have learned from their project – and how would they change it if they had to start again.

	· M&E exercise could have been explained better (wasn’t clear)
	· More Logical framework guidance would be useful in Darwin notes (e.g. definitions etc. and better examples)

	· Name badges with organisations shows – especially identifying DAC, DEFRA etc.. people would be useful.
	· Session on LFs could be better organised to clear up remaining confusions.

	· Smaller groups.
	· Would have liked a better introduction to who else was in the room.

	· More diversity in speakers on the day.
	· Log frame exercise was rather unexpected and not that useful. 

	· Please provide list of attendees/projects on the day, and also put names/project/country on the name badges.
	


	AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT
	

	· I’d have liked to see 4 examples of excellent Log-frame submissions to contrast with the failed ones
	· Obviously still some confusion about logical framework

	· Would have been useful to have learnt about log frames before submitting Stage 1!!!
	· Better if we had such a workshop before Stage 1 application was submitted.

	· Would have preferred this workshop to have been 1 month earlier.
	· Monitoring & Evaluation session to repetitive + long winded.. would have been useful to do more of a small group discussion, perhaps with a good application.  

	· A list of workshop participants would be good.
	· Pm – a bit chaotic!1 some useful discussion of L.F.s but would have been more useful to have LF + 1st page  circulated to everyone.

	· M&E exercise could have been explained better (wasn’t clear)
	· More Logical framework guidance would be useful in Darwin notes (e.g. definitions etc. and better examples)

	· Name badges with organisations shows – especially identifying DAC, DEFRA etc.. people would be useful.
	· Session on LFs could be better organised to clear up remaining confusions.

	· Smaller groups.
	· Would have liked a better introduction to who else was in the room.

	· More diversity in speakers on the day.
	· Log frame exercise was rather unexpected and not that useful. 

	· Please provide list of attendees/projects on the day, and also put names/project/country on the name badges.
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Overview of Darwin Initiative related to Protected Areas – Trends and Challenges.  By Mr. Alex Forbes, Edinburgh Centre for Tropical Forests, Monitoring and Evaluation Programme.


The Darwin Initiative is funding over 100 ongoing projects that assist countries rich in biodiversity but poor in resources to implement the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) through UK institutions working in partnership with host country institutions.    Within the context of protected areas (PA), Darwin projects are either providing direct support to PA by working with PA authorities and/or civil society groups, or providing indirect support targeted to acquire knowledge on critically vulnerable and endangered species and habitats in order to inform management.   


PAs are a key instrument for biodiversity conservation under the CBD, yet there is ongoing debate on how best benefits of protected areas can contribute to species and habitat conservation as well as maintaining life supporting land/seascapes, and development aspirations of people living adjacent to protected areas.  The Vth World Parks Congress and the CBD’s 9th Meeting of the Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice (SBSTTA) have considered recommendations to strengthen action by Parties and stakeholders to, among others, re-affirm the application of ecosystem approach to the development of viable protected areas and ensure more equitable sharing of costs and benefits associated with the establishment and management of PA, in particular towards achieving Millennium Development Goals (MDGs).  


The Darwin Initiative Projects are actively engaged in acquiring knowledge, strengthening capacity and contributing to achievements that contribute evidence to on-going discussions centred on PA.  Emerging trends, lessons learned and challenges for the Darwin Initiative include:


Contributing to Securing Protected Areas Systems:  The increasing portfolio of projects and diversity of sites is supporting the global expansion and consolidation of PA, some of which might not have received funding from other sources.  Challenges remain to strengthen local capacity in their management, sharing of benefits and costs, provide appropriate support to management plan processes, and address financial viability among others.


Contributing to Partnerships:   Increasingly Darwin Initiative Projects are engaged in a diverse range of institutional partnerships, particularly at host country level, that reflect the growing multi-sectoral and inter-institutional dynamics required to address problems and challenges with PA and adjacent zones.   In addition, a number of projects are engaged in fostering partnerships between PA managing authorities and local communities who claim rights of access and use.  


Participatory approaches to assessment and planning:  Increasingly Darwin Projects reflect participation of local stakeholders in the planning, implementation and monitoring of programmes.  As such the programmes contribute to empowering local stakeholders to engage in management of PA by drawing on local knowledge and influence management options.  The challenge for Darwin is to support the testing of alternative PA related models for biodiversity conservation (e.g. Private/Community PA) and demonstrate socio-economic benefits.


Species based knowledge and management:  A core element of Darwin’s portfolio is support to the acquisition of knowledge on the status and dynamics of critical or endangered species and ecosystems.  A number of Projects have successfully produced Manuals, Field Guides, Checklists and Status Reports which are reference materials for PA managers.  Whilst demonstrating the application of sound science, there remains the challenge for Darwin to strengthen the accessibility and use of this knowledge within host countries, as well as host country technical capacity to engage in sound science. 


Project Design, Implementation and Monitoring:  Overall Darwin project management is good but can be improved by setting realistic project purpose and outputs, strengthening ongoing monitoring against indicators of change, and analysis of impact and sustainability.  


Overall, the Darwin Initiative has substantially contributed to reinforce protected areas for biodiversity conservation in countries rich in biodiversity.  However, challenges remain to strengthen institutional and human resource capacity and pilot new approaches for effective and sustainable PA for conservation.





Darwin Initiative Contribution to Protected Area Management – Case Study of Masai Mara National Reserve.   By Dr. Nigel Leader-Williams.  Durrell Institute of Conservation and Ecology (DICE), University of Kent.


The Masai Mara National Reserve (MMNR) is under the control of the Narok and Transmara District Council in Kenya and falls under Category II of the IUCN Protected Areas (PA) classification, and constitutes the northern extension of the Serengeti-Mara ecosystem.  


Key management issues facing the area include limited recovery of black rhino populations partially due to in-reserve livestock encroachment, negative impacts of tourism on animal behaviour and vegetation, and elephant/farming conflicts in adjacent areas. 


Research conclusions indicate that tourism inside the MMNR is poorly regulated, there is increasing encroachment into the MMNR and increasing conflict outside the MMNR.  It is concluded that the management of MMNR as a protected area island does not provide a separate solution from its surrounding area and people.


As a result, the Darwin supported project engaged in a local consultative process with local communities, council members and protected area stakeholders that led to the piloting of novel solutions including:


More effective regulation inside MMNR through partnerships,


Sharing of revenue from MMNR to local stakeholders through the establishment of a private sector Mara Conservancy in Transmara sector of MMNR.


Mitigating conflicts outside the MMNR, as achieved through support to local cost self help initiative in the cultivation of chillies which are high value and do not attract elephants.


Increasing capacity and participation outside the MMNR through the establishment of community scouts and community ecotourism venture. 


Lesson learned emerging from the Masai Mara Natural Reserve projects reveal the futility of perpetuating arguments for separation of people from protected areas and the relative effectiveness of people centred approaches to protected area management when both operate sub-optimally, as demonstrated in the Masai Mara Natural Reserve case study.


Key emerging recommendations include:


Promote partnerships between protected areas and key adjacent populations.


Promote creative use of Protected Area designations


Promote capacity of communities to manage and co-management biodiversity, which takes on a progressive and long-term approach that support and endeavours sustainability.


Ensure that PA can deliver sustainable development results in accordance with the agreed outcomes of the Vth World parks Congress and the upcoming CBD Programme of Work. 


For additional information, please contact the Durrell Institute of Conservation and Ecology (DICE), University of Kent or visit their web site:  www.kent.ac.uk/anthropology/dice





ACTION:  Darwin Initiative to consider participant recommendations.





ACTION:  Darwin Initiative to circulate complete external review reports to project leaders.





ACTION:  Darwin Initiative to produce monitoring guidance notes for projects and consider providing training in project design, management and monitoring.


 





ACTION:  Darwin Initiative to review Annual and Final project reporting formats to promote the involvement of host country institutions in project reporting.





ACTION:  Darwin Initiative to review Round 12 application form and guidance notes with aim of further improving clarity and guidance for Round 13.
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