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Goal and Objectives:  Support WWF Network capacity to plan and manage large-scale conservation programs (ecoregions; landscapes, protected area networks; and other complex programs)
1)  Test and adapt large program management techniques from the private sector
Test and adapt large program planning and management techniques from the private sector on a portfolio of large-scale conservation programs, with a particular emphasis on building WWF knowledge and capacity to carry out certain planning elements where WWF and the conservation community are weakest.  
In the first year of this initiative, this focus will be on comprehensive financial planning.  In the second and subsequent years of the initiative, the focus may be expanded to other areas of concern, as expressed by our field offices and staff, including:  organizational capacity (staff, leadership, and management); partner organization and capacity; and comprehensive implementation planning and management.

2)  Share, integrate, and institutionalize these practices within WWF Network
These tools, best practices and knowledge will only be successful to the degree they integrate with other planning and management support offered within the WWF Network, including the new WWF Standards of Conservation Practice and related efforts in business planning, park and PA planning, conservation results measurement, and organization assessments and audits.  Thus, a critical objective of this work is to use integration and knowledge sharing as a means to institutionalize the use of these planning and management techniques in WWF management of ecoregions, landscapes, large protected area networks, and other complex conservation programs.  

A focal point of this objective, in direct response to both the evolution of One Global Programme and the WWFUS Strategic Assessment, is to support the development of Centers of Excellence within the Network.  One of these would be for Ecoregion Support, which by nature would involve building greater capacity to support large-scale program planning and management.  Another Center would encompass Measures and Monitoring, which also overlaps considerably with comprehensive, large-scale program planning, management.

3)  Share techniques and best practices with other conservation organizations

A third objective is to share knowledge, techniques, lessons and best practices related to these planning and management techniques with other conservation organizations, and to incorporate related knowledge and best practices from other organizations back into WWF.
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Objective 1:  Test and adapt large program management techniques

Overview of Large Program Planning and Management Techniques

At the risk of oversimplification, the most basic definition of large program management techniques is a set of strategic planning elements that are applied to the scale and complexity of large programs such as ecoregions or large protected area networks.  As a set of planning elements, they do not differ greatly from other comprehensive strategic or “business” planning regimens, such as those articulate in the FOS Open Standards for Conservation Practice (currently being converted for use as WWF’s draft Standards for Conservation Management), or the business planning guidelines already in use through WWF Develop.
A major differentiation between these existing planning tools and what is being considered under “large program planning and management” is size and scale of the programs being planned and executed, and the layers of complexity of these programs.  Because of this scale and complexity, WWF is turning to practitioners from the private sector for assistance in applying and adapting these tools to conservation use.  This use of private sector expertise is at the heart of the current initiative by WWFUS and its field work (the “LCPM initiative” funded by Moore Foundation.)
Another, potentially oversimplified way to look at this set of planning and management elements is as follows.  At the ecoregion or landscape level, WWF (and other conservation organizations) have successfully applied the best science and the best policy analysis to determine an overall vision, an articulation of conservation and biodiversity goals, a clear understanding of threats, and potential strategies for addressing key threats and achieving the conservation vision.  This set of information is well presented in “ecoregion conservation plans” that are often agreed to by the key partners in the ecoregion, occasionally adopted by the government(s) encompassing the ecoregion, but rarely translated further into comprehensive, ecoregion-wide implementation plans that include all key partner activity and tasks, accountability, KPIs or other outcome tracking and measurement strategies, and comprehensive financial and fund raising plans.

At this scale, we excel at defining “what” we want to do, but still need help with executing these visions and strategies – in other words, “how” we will do it.  With help from the private sector, our goal is to begin to close this knowledge and capacity gap, and support the Network goal of building Centers of Excellence for ecoregion support, large-scale program planning and management, and measures and monitoring. 
Large Program Management Methodology – Representative Planning Elements

With the start of the current the Moore LCPM grant, WWFUS made some initial determinations regarding the focus of the initiative, and where this work could provide the greatest value-added to our efforts to provide support to ecoregion and landscape conservation.
In this process, we examined a number of planning processes and elements, among them the Organizational Standards, the business planning elements used by WWF Develop, and the large conservation program management Field Guide prepared in an earlier phase of this initiative.  The following is a general, representative set of planning elements against which we reviewed WWF’s performance in a handful of ecoregions and landscapes.  This process was not in any way a thorough overview of our progress in ecoregion conservation planning and management, but it was important to help us to identify areas of focus for our work.
The following is the broad list of program planning elements that formed the backdrop for this analysis.  This list is only offered for reference and does not represent a planning protocol or proposal for a strategic planning “process”.
1) Determine overall conservation vision based on sound, comprehensive science

2) Evaluate context including threats, parameters, opportunities

3) Establish overall program priorities and broad strategies 

4) Set measurable outcomes (targets/milestones; KPIs; other)

5) Evaluate organizational staff, management, leadership capacity

6) Assess partner capacity and determine partnership coordination and management 

7) Develop full program implementation plan (strategies, activities, accountability, timing)

8) Prepare comprehensive financial plan (costs, revenue, gaps, sustainable funding)

9) Incorporate financial management and controls

10) Evaluate and mitigate risks (program, financial, government, biological, other risk)

11) Measure success (targets, milestones, outcomes, PKIs, or other success determinants)

12) Report, analyze, adapt 

Current focus of WWFUS Large Program Management Initiative (Field Projects) 

Of the above 12 broad planning elements, one (comprehensive financial planning) stood out immediately as a weakness, not only within WWF strategic or program planning processes, but also in other conservation organizations’ strategic and program planning processes as well including the planning elements of the FOS Standards.  In addition, we also recognized that comprehensive financial planning was an area in which we could benefit greatly from bringing in private sector tools and knowledge.
For this reason, the first three of the LCPM field projects are focused on building our knowledge and capacity to carry out comprehensive financial planning for large-scale, single and multi-country conservation programs.

In the future, we also hope to build our capacity to support other areas of need identified by field staff and management within the WWF Network.  Some of these are:  staff and management capacity; partnership capacity, coordination and management; and overall ecoregion-wide program implementation and management.
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Objective 2:  Share, integrate, and institutionalize within WWF Network
Central Learning Questions for Large Conservation Program Management Initiative
As a precursor to developing a comprehensive strategy for learning and training for large program management within the WWF Network, we evaluated dozens of potential “learning questions” related to whether large program planning and management techniques can be successfully adapted and applied to large-scale conservation programs – and, in the long run, how the application of these techniques will significantly help WWF to deliver stable, sustainable ecoregion conservation around the world.  (See Appendix A for a full summary of these potential learning questions.)  
Based upon our initial analysis of ecoregion planning (above) and also input from field staff and ecoregion managers from around the Network, we have determined that the LCPM initiative will focus on exploring a small subset of these learning questions, as follows:

· Can we adapt and apply private sector financial planning techniques to conservation?  Can we also adapt and apply private sector expertise and tools to other areas of planning “need” or “weakness” that this initiative might ultimately focus on, such as staff, organization or partner capacity and management?

· Can these techniques work in complex, multi-country landscape or ecoregion programs?

· Can financial, capacity or partner planning help leverage greater participation by partners and larger donor contributions to enable and support scaled-up conservation programs?

· How can the techniques we develop be integrated with other planning processes within the Network, to achieve acceptance, use and institutionalization of these practices?

· How can we assist WWF-I to build capacity and a center of excellence for large program management to help facilitate ecoregion conservation under One Global Programme?

Key Constituents and Targets of the Learning/Training Strategy Within WWF Network
· Managers and field staff engaged in planning and managing large scale conservation programs (ecoregion, landscape, PA networks, other complex programs); 
· Network executives and planning staff engaged in supporting ecoregion conservation, related planning and management initiatives, and organization audits and assessments.

Objectives and Structure of Learning/Training Strategy Within the Network

Our overall objective is to facilitate learning, knowledge sharing, and training across the WWF Network and eventually outside WWF.  This strategy will evolve on three levels:  1) among WWF field practitioners and consultants engaged in LCPM field work; 2) between current and new practitioners in other large-scale programs within the WWF Network; 3) between WWF and the field personnel in other conservation organizations engaged in similar, large-scale programs.
Outreach Tools, Techniques and Strategies Within the Network
· First year Practitioners’ Workshop (target June 2005) for WWF staff, consultants, field staff in current field projects, and field staff in new field projects.  Objectives:  to share techniques, best practices and lessons; to network and build support for practitioners.

· Other formal and informal internal presentations, panels and workshops within the Network over the two years, capitalizing on opportunities as they arise.

· Develop sample or template financial planning model(s), and related guidelines and support materials for future field applications:

· Work with IBM to develop first 2-4 financial models and support materials.

· Write, with IBM, overall descriptions and assessments of their specific projects (TAL, MAR, maybe one additional).  Access initial best practices from projects.

· Conceptualize and create (with IBM) means of capturing, storing and making available the models, tools, case studies, best practices, and other outputs of the project (knowledge management; information “route mapping”).

· Possible collaborations (WWFUS conservation finance staff, CFA business planning group, or Berkley Leadership Forum) to develop modules.
· Collaborate and integrate tools and techniques with related Network programs:

· Meetings with Gland learning/training staff to plan for integration of materials, coordination of modules and training tools, and for discussion of outreach ideas.
· Collaboration with WWF College and WWF Network (Gland) to build training modules and also to develop means for distribution and use of modules.

· Collaboration with Gland staff in charge of learning programs and also Connect, to coordinate organization and posting of our tools and background materials.

· Specific discussions with WWF Measures program and staff here in WWFUS and in WWF Network (Sheila) to explore collaboration and integration of materials.

· Exploration with IBM, FOS, PO staff, Network/Gland staff on potential for web-accessed program management and knowledge management software.

· Develop other published, printed and web support materials:

· Preparation of fact sheets, other information on projects (brief one-pagers).
· Work with WWFUS web and communications staff to build web source.

· Work with WWF-I to develop access to tools, materials on Connect.

· Publication of second “field guide” (June 2006).

· Printed “proceedings” from practitioners’ workshop, final conference.

· Development of current and future field project case studies:  
· Terai Arc Landscape (vision, threats, strategies, partner plan, financial plan).
· Mesoamerican Reef (MPA network financial plan; potential MAR strategic plan).
· Madagascar (Madagascar Foundation financial plan; potential additional work).
· ARPA financial plan (possible look back at process, uses, success/weaknesses).
· New field projects as they come along.
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Objective 3:  Share knowledge, best practices with conservation field
Key Constituents and Targets in Conservation Field
· Managers of large, complex programs in other conservation organizations; 
· Donors to large-scale conservation programs (foundation, government, institutional, individual, corporate, other);

· Other institutions or individuals involved in large program planning and management.

Potential Collaborating Organizations

· Specific outreach to and involvement of major conservation organizations:

· TNC (Brad, Kevin, Randy, others in planning/5-S)

· Foundations of Success (Nick, Richard; SW Amazon collaboration)

· NPCA (Scott Edwards; Belize collaboration)

· WCS (David Wilkie)

· AWF (Lynn Foden)

· CI (ask Sarah for contact)

· NWF (e-mail Larry A. to explore)

· Consultants (including CEA, ARD, IRG, DAI, Chemonics, other)

Outreach and Training Events, Tools and Methods

· MPA donors workshop (Italy, June 21-22, 2005).

· Possible presentation to CGBD, other donor meetings.

· External presentations and workshops with TNC, CI, WCS, NPCA, others.

· Participation in Conservation Measures work group, including presentations.

· Participation in Conservation Finance Business Planning group, including presentations.

· Second year LCPM Conference (target June or July, 2006).

· Other formal and informal internal presentations, panels and workshops in other venues over the two years, capitalizing on opportunities as they arise.
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Appendix

Appendix A – Potential Learning Questions

The following is a long “laundry list” of potential learning questions that apply to WWF’s efforts to develop our large conservation program management capacity and to enhance similar efforts in other conservation organizations.  These questions tend to break into three broad categories:

· Questions specific to adapting and applying large program management techniques;

· Questions on institutionalizing LCPM tools, techniques within WWF and beyond;

· Broader institutional questions related to the future of this work within WWF.

Not all of these apply to the Moore grant, or even to the broader set of responsibilities that relate to our work within Ecoregion Support.  They are included here for reference and discussion.  The need for answers to certain of these questions guides the selection of our portfolio of field projects and the design of our internal and external outreach and training strategies.

Perhaps the single most important, long term question we seek to answer is:  “Will large conservation program management significantly help WWF to deliver stable, sustainable ecoregion conservation?”  On a shorter term, more tactical level, the following questions are more specific to adapting and applying large conservation program management techniques:

· Can we successfully adapt and apply large program management techniques from business to conservation?

· Can large conservation program management (LCPM) techniques work in complex, multi-country landscape or ecoregion programs?

· Can LCPM techniques work in complex landscape or ecoregion programs that include social, local economic, poverty-reduction or related non-traditional conservation strategies?  (eg – not simply park or protected area strategies.)

· Are LCPM processes and plans adaptable to changing circumstances, risks, changes in government or partnership structure, etc.?

· Can LCPM planning help to leverage greater participation by partners and/or larger contributions for larger scale conservation?

Questions specific to institutionalizing LPM tools, techniques within WWF and beyond:

· How transferable are the tools, techniques, knowledge and lessons for large program management from our field projects to the rest of the WWF Network?

· How do we institutionalize LCPM practices throughout the WWF Network, so that these practices are accepted, desired, and successfully utilized? 

· In the “continuum” of comprehensive, strategic planning practice, which elements or processes does WWF currently carry out well, and in what areas are we weak?  More specifically, where does the “LCPM” initiative provide the greatest value to WWF?
· Should the LCPM initiative under the current Moore grant be restricted to addressing one weakness within WWF (eg – comprehensive financial planning) or should this project take on other, related weaknesses or requests from the field such as:  outcome or KPI identification and measurement; program implementation; partnership coordination; staff capacity; risk assessment; or financial management and control?

· Can LCPM methodologies be used to stabilize or rescue troubled large-scale programs?

· What services and information sources related to planning exist already (or are planned) in the WWF Network, and at what levels (park/PA; NO/PO; landscape; ecoregion)?  Does a survey of such services and tools exist or, if not, should we carry one out?

· How can the services and tools produced for LCPM at the landscape and ecoregion level be integrated with these other planning processes and services within the Network?  Should the large program management and planning tools produced under the LCPM initiative conform to or fit with other Network planning services?  Should we seek a common look, format and process at all levels of planning in the Network?

· What resources (staff, outside consulting help, management support, and funding) are needed in the field, here in our office and in the Network to effectively carry out large program management at the landscape, protected area network, or ecoregion level?  (See Attachment C, Lessons Learned, for related notes on our capacity for LCPM.)

· What sort of Learning or Best Practices Network should we set up to facilitate sharing information about LCPM practices and experiences with our field staff and others in the Network?  What sort of staffing, software (or web), funding or other resource needs will such a network require to set up and manage?

Broader institutional questions related to the future of this work within WWF:

· What is the fit of the LCPM initiative to the broader effort to establish an Ecoregion Support “center of excellence” here and within the WWF Network?

· Within an emerging vision of place-based conservation, what will the demand likely be for LCPM and related planning and management support (within or related to ecoregion support) and how will we meet that demand?  Are there steps we can take now to begin to build WWF’s capacity to meet that demand?

· Are there potential outcomes from the WWF Charter Group (BCG) project that will affect or guide our future application of LCPM across the Network?

· Within WWFUS, and also within the WWF Network, is there top-level leadership commitment to the ideals of ecoregion conservation and also to the potential for use of large program management to achieve these ideals?  Will this translate to the appropriate level of staff, funding and resource commitment to achieve these ideals?

· Is WWF prepared to adequately address the various “tough issues” raised by the LCPM process related to scaling up to large programs, including staff and management issues?

Attachment B – LCPM “Lessons Learned” from first pilot projects (Moore proposal):

The following are lessons drawn from the initial work in developing the ARPA financial plan and Terai Arc Landscape strategic vision and broad strategies document, as presented in the proposal to the Moore Foundation.

· Program management methods from the private sector must be highly adapted for use in conservation practice.   Therefore, further development is completely dependent on practical and concerted efforts in the field to strengthen conservation programs and prepare them for scaling up.   As a result, the bulk of the resources we are requesting in this proposal will be utilized for the adaptation and application of methods from the conservation community, or the private or government sectors, to active field programs.  The programs will be chosen in significant measure accordingly on their ability to contribute to development of the methodology.  

· Gaining agreement across complex management structures on how and when to use LCPM can significantly absorb scarce program and technical resources.    As a result, we are proposing to change practices in the sector beginning in one institution, i.e. by pursuing the necessary further development within WWF, which understands LCPM, has significant experience with it, and, most importantly, is deeply committed to its success.   We propose to commence simultaneously its syndication through collaborative efforts across the sector, with the expectation that its active practice beyond WWF will take place as it evolves and as its impact is demonstrated in practice. 

· LCPM requires significant leadership and technical skills that are often well outside the experience of the conservation community.   Thus the effort must include hiring in relevant technical skills, and continued reliance for some period of time on expert consulting support.    As a result, WWF will:  continue to rely for advice, direction, and hands-on participation in this work from WWF Board member Larry Linden, of Goldman Sachs; work with one or more private-sector-oriented consulting firms, such as Meridian Strategy Group or IBM; and hire a recent MBA (or a professional with equivalent technical training) to be dedicated to this work.   We expect that the private sector support will continue to be provided in part on a pro bono basis. Additionally, we will launch a search – both within and beyond WWF – for a program director to lead the project day-to-day.  This person will be an experienced conservation professional with proven leadership skills.  

· Gaining acceptance of the perspectives and commitment to application of the methods will continue to require demanding changes in organizational behavior.  Thus the effort must be led by senior-most management and supported by staff with significant leadership skills.  As a result, David Sandalow, EVP for Programs at WWF, will share direct responsibility for the effort with Bill Eichbaum, VP for Endangered Spaces.   David will take responsibility for the collaboration and institutionalization efforts, while Bill will lead the methodology and field program development activities.  

· LCPM inevitably raises ‘tough’ issues with the program – e.g., personnel matters, gaps in strategies, difficult partner relationships that are important but hard to control.  Thus there are likely to be significant uncertainties and possible delays in understanding and making the program changes revealed in LCPM planning.   We believe that it will typically take 1-2 years to prepare programs for scaling up.   As a result, we propose a two-year program, which we believe will allow us to launch three or four programs into the process, in addition to the Terai Arc, and to complete at least two, during the two-year period.  

· LCPM is very demanding of the scarcest program resources – management and planning staff.   The essential efforts in this proposal take place in the support of significant changes in field programs.  Thus the choice and timing of programs for application of LCPM must be made very rigorously, with an eye not only to the potential and readiness for scaling up, but also to the capacity and priorities of the program team.  As a result, while we have a number of excellent program candidates for scaling up, we propose to defer selection of specific programs until detailed discussions with program management have taken place.  

· The effort to prepare for scaling up is significant for the program team.   Thus, they must be supported with significant technical assistance, which cannot be effectively budgeted through conventional conservation program funding.    As a result, we are proposing to build a small set of resources dedicated for at least an interim period to LCPM, and are seeking dedicated funding for the development of LCPM.

	Program Name
	Region
	Type and Scale
	Complexity
	Integration
	Planning status

(elements)
	Primary

Outputs 

	Terai Arc Landscape
	A-P
	Small landscape; 

Terrestrial

Connectivity and livelihoods
	· One government (potential second with addition of India)

· Many partners (consv. and non-consv. NGO, gvt., funders)

· Local community focus and poverty reduction emphasis
	· Local:  Community management of forests and watersheds

· National:  Government is major sponsor of TAL strategic plan

· Regional:  Good possibility of drawing India into TAL plan
	1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6

Current focus is comprehensive financial planning and implementation planning
	TAL Strategic Plan calls for a TAL Implementation Plan including a financial plan and a “partner” plan.  

Project is also raising and helping resolve capacity and partner management issues.

	ARPA (Amazon) 
	LAC
	Protected area network; 

Terrestrial
	· One government (Brazil)

· Small group of partners, but includes principal funders
	· Local:  PA protection

· National:  Plan to create Amazon wide matrix of PAs, extractive reserves, and well-managed community & indigenous lands

· International:  Part of huge focus to save Amazon forests
	5, 6

Financial plan created in 2002

Reviewing ideas for updating this plan
	Original ARPA financial plan supported major fund raising plan ($86 million of $390 million goal raised).

After 3 years, original cost and revenue estimates are dated and need revision.

	Mesoamerican Reef
	LAC
	Protected area network; 

Marine, some coastal and terrestrial
	· Four governments

· Multiple strong and somewhat disparate partners

· Multi-layered funding sources and structures including country specific funds and MAR fund
	· Local:  Local involvement in management, protection of PAs

· National/Regional:  Protection of PAs tied to coordinated fisheries and watershed management

· International:  Strong support for MAR protection (incl biosphere)
	4, 5, 6

Current focus on comprehensive financial plan and fund raising plan for PA network
	Comprehensive financial plan and sustainable funding plan for MAR PA network.

Tie-in with MBRS strategic planning process for MAR and Tulum+8 conference.

	Madagascar Foundation
	Africa
	Protected area network (+); 

Mostly terrestrial
	· One government (strong)

· Strong cultural influences on style and speed of process

· Multiple strong and somewhat disparate partners, many with long involvement in Madagascar
	· Local:  Balancing conservation (PAs, reserves) and poverty.

· National:  Helping president and government achieve conservation and poverty reduction goals

· International:  Strong support and funding potential worldwide.
	4, 5, 6

Financial planning

Fund raising plan

Partner planning
	Foundation financial plan that integrates existing, separate financial plans.

Enhanced funding plan.

Strategic planning to help operationalize Foundation.

	TRIDOM Landscape (CBFP)
	Africa
	Large landscape; 

Terrestrial

Connectivity and livelihoods
	· Three governments, all weak

· Weak infrastructure 

· Small number of partners

· Recently-executed TRIDOM Agreement creates initial landscape governance structure

· Many timber concession holders
	· Local:  Forest protection aimed at community forestry and forest concession negotiation

· National/Regional:  Coordinating forest uses and livelihoods

· International:  Coordinated work with parent companies, buyers
	4, 5, 6

Partner planning and governance

Financial plan for entire landscape
	Recommendations, actions to help partner coordination and regional governance.

Financial plan built to represent the total costs of developing land use plans and conservation plans.

	Gulf of California
	LAC
	Small ecoregion; 

Marine and coastal

Livelihoods
	· One government (strong willed)

· Many strong, disparate partners with history of not working well together

· Local dependence on fishing

· Mexican government strongly supports fishing industry
	· Local:  Need to intervene in local fishing and protect local people

· National:  Need integrated ways to intervene with or even buy out major fishing vessels, companies

· National:  Government relations

· International:  Major interest
	4, 5, 6

Using financial planning as means to raise additional support and to coalesce partners
	Comprehensive financial plan for ecoregion.

Represents comprehensive plan to intervene, shut down fisheries and limit by catch.

Planning process may force key partners to agreement.
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