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Opening speeches by:

1)

- Kosi Latu, Deputy Director, SPREP
- Joeli Veitayaki, USP
- Annie Aubanel, IFRECOR, French Polynesia

The CRISP General Meeting was held from the 22-26th September 2008, at the SPREP office in
Apia, Samoa. The list of participants and apologies is available in annex 1. The participants were
welcomed by Kosi Latu, Deputy Director of SPREP. The meeting was also opened with remarks
by Joeli Veitayaki from USP and by Annie Aubanel, from IFRECOR Polynesia. In his remarks
Kosimiki Latu reminded to all the participants the support from USP and Annie Aubanel gave a
brief overview about the French Initiative for Coral Reefs (CRISP) and its involvement in the
CRISP program.

The CRISP programme: past and future (Dominique Rojat, AFD)

2)

Brief overview of the CRISP Program, the history, the general objectives, the general
organization, the approach, the funding ,the current status and funding, and the original way
the program was designed. The new “approach”, at least for AFD, in terms of activities and
partnerships was presented. The expected outputs of the general meeting from the AFD
perspective were presented: road sheet by component, and improvements of reporting.

Agenda and format of the meeting (Eric Clua, CRISP Coordinator)

3)

4)

5)

The CRISP coordinator presented the agenda for review and approval by participants. He also
presented the expected outputs of the meetings:

Adoption of the MTR

Development and adoption of the action plan for each component
Improvement of the reporting systems

Definition of a communication strategy

Brainstorming about ReefBase Pacific

Y VYV VY

The issue of the reporting for component 3B was raised and, Eric Clua agreed on reporting about
his component (3B). The issue about data ownership, especially for component 1, was also
raised and it was decided to add it on the agenda. Lastly, due the role of Cl within the CRISP
program, it was ask to Francois Martel, from Cl, to co-chair the session on “CRISP action plan for
communication and information sharing and new projects”.

2 new partners joined the meeting: SPC and IUCN.

The CRISP Mid-Term Review (MTR): an overview of conclusions and recommendations (Thierry
Clement, Breche-Oreade Consulting) and open discussion around the CRISP MTR

6)

7)

The evaluator reminded the participants that the data from the presentations are from February
and March 2008.

Several participants acknowledged the quality of the work of the evaluator, especially in a
complex project like to CRSIP. The MTR was recognized as an honest and fair assessment of the
project with some recommendations/proposals. However, several CRISP members regret that
only the summary was available in English. The AFD and the CRISP CU will look again into the

CRISP GENERAL MEETING — APIA SEPT 2008 — MINUTES EDITOR: F. STAUB PAGE 1/18



translation but, it may be too expensive (over 5000 USS). Moreover, all the sensitive data has
been translated and, one of the reason the evaluator is attending the meeting, is to allow
participate to comment on the document and share their views. It was agreed on translating the
MPAs case studies.

8) Major Comments on the MTR can be made to the evaluator by October 15, However, the
evaluator will take them into consideration if he judges them relevant.

9) Conservation International acknowledged the effort and flexibility of the AFD in the preparation
stage of the project. Cl also asked for additional support to help them coordinate the
component 1 — after acknowledging that the Cl 2.5% overhead was a gross underestimate - (the
largest one in terms of partners and countries involved in). Some questions were also raised
about the additional funding and how it will address the MTR recommendations. More
clarification about the budget will be discussed later in the week.

10

~—

Eric Clua apologizes for the error in the last Mid-Term report (May 2008) on the program
Dashboard (page 7). An erratum will be made available and is attached to this report. Comments
about this document can be made until October 15",

11) The AFD Mid-Term Review is based on the analysis of the contracts and the CRISP Mid-Term
Report is based on the action plan (work plan), thus this is one of the reasons that the 2
documents are different.

12) In the future, clear deadlines for commenting documents need to be available. The fact that
CRISP CU is hiring a program assistant will make the overall program coordination easier.

13) Actions agreed:

» Translation of the MPA case studies — CRISP CCU
» Erratum for the CRSIP Mid-term report — CRISP CCU (available in annex 2)
» Comments on the CRISP MTR and the AFD MTR need to be sent before October 15““, 2008

Theme: Implementation of the MTR recommendations in the CRISP

Presentation of recommendations by the Consultant (Thierry Clement, Breche-Oreade Consulting)
and Open discussion on implementation of recommendations

14) As the day before, several complaints were received about having only the summary in English
and also about discovering the recommendations only now. Thus, participants required that
recommendations need to be further discussed. This will be the case, since each component will
have time to review them and work on them. The purpose of the agenda item is to present them
and more time will be given to participants to work together on a road sheet taking into account
the recommendations.

15) AFD agreed to have the document in French by the end of the year. The format of the following
days were presented and will let participant time to work together on the recommendations and

to work on a “new” plan of action, with inclusion of the recommendations.

Component 1: Marine Protected Areas and Integrated Coastal Management
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16) It was mentioned that it was very important to look very carefully at the recommendation and
to have solid discussions before moving forward since some of the recommendations may
involved additional expenses and/or work, which is not possible if additional funding is available.

Recommendation for 1A1: Marine biodiversity conservation strategy
» Speed up the completion of this work which is useful to better locate the MPAs projects,
principally in countries which don’t get sufficient information on the natural value of their

reef.

Indicator of result:

» Countries use these documents to locate their conservation and MPAs projects

17) The word “speed up” did not seem right since it would be possible to improve the timing for
delivery in terms of mapping but the more important is the involvement of the local government
that can be long.

Recommendations for 1A2: MPAs support

» 1A2a - Increase the relative weight of this key component, thanks to new FDA funding and if
possible of NGOs funding.

» 1A2b - Better connect this component with the others, working on methods and in particular
1A4, 2A, 2B and 3A, which should deliver more concrete methodological tools for MPAs’

management.

» 1A2c - Put on the CRISP Website (or on Reef base) all the MPAs” management plans and the
interesting methodological tools relating to MPAs” management (e.g. business plans)

Indicator of result:

» Area of MPAs included in the CRISP continue to increase up until the end of the program

» Components 1A4, 2A, 2B and 3A have delivered to MPAs’ managers tools and concrete
methods to help MPAs” management

18) Regarding the recommendation 1A2b, participants underlined that the use of restoration
techniques is not always appropriate and this is not really fitting within the component 1 initial
objectives. Thus, including restoration in the MPA component should be carefully considered
before making it general recommendation.

19) Regarding the recommendation 1A2c, participants agreed on having a list of management plans
on the web site with the contact information in order to get more information. Some managers
won’t agree in having the full management plan freely available on the web site.

20) Regarding: “Indicator of results”, the number of Area is not the best indicator, thus, it may be
more appropriate to use: “strengthening of the management “.

21) It was also mentioned that strong relation are in place with component 3A.
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22) Lastly, mangers are not the only targets; and it is very important to have endorsement from the
national governments.

Recommendations from 1A3: MPAs networking — exchanges

» 1A3a - Pays a great attention to choosing the sites to be visited, in order to get identical
types of issues

» 1A3b - Reserve a part of the budget to CTOM

» 1A3c - Complete the information available on the CRISP Website (e.g with management
plans) in order to make it available for more actors than the ones involved in the program

Indicators of result:

» The MPAs included in the CRISP are provided with (common) methodologies to evaluate their
impacts, particularly on socio-economy

» At least half of them are involved in networks or in relation with other MPAs, by the end of
the program

Recommendation 1A4: Integrated coastal zone management
» 1A4a - As far as possible make concrete field actions.
» 1A4b - In the tender launch by Cl, link the work to be done in water basins with MPAs and
put reasonable schedules to allow these concrete actions to be implemented (even after the

end of the CRISP)

» 1A4c - Link the work in socio-economy, carried out in this component with the ones done in
components 1A2, 2A et 3A.

Indicator of result:

» concrete actions involving water basin management and MPAs are implemented during the
CRISP

23) For recommendation 1A4a, the word “concrete” did not seem the most appropriate one and it
was asked to the evaluator to change it to “ physical”

24) Consultation has been done with stakeholders and proposal was made to FFEM, which was
refused. Thus, a call for tender was done. The tender was widely advertized, and 8 tenders/bids
were received. However, the money will be allocated only if some very good proposal is
received. A small committee will be formed including Eric Clua and Kosi Latu and AFD as an
observer. The final decision will be made on week XX

25) Area has to be significant, certain level of sustainability has to be shown, work will have to be
undertaken in Fiji and/or Vanuatu.

26) Opportunity to apply work being done by IRD in Vanuatu on water basin management
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27) It was also reminded that New Caledonia would have been one of the best sites for studies, in
terms of watershed management.

28) Output 3 will facilitate the integration of the LMMA.

29) Cl has been asked to support the countries to design MPA network for PowPA (GEF). Result is
that this component is fulfilling a demand for the countries.

30) Lots of information has been collected in component 2 and this information is clearly needed to
support the countries and there has not been enough collaboration in between components. All
this info needs to be put together to inform conservation planning.

31) Overall outcome is to improve design of MPAs and the results of the investment should be
measured to 10 years after the completion of the programme.

32) SPREP should be the overall holder of the data.

Component 2A: Status of coral reefs and use of their resources

Recommendation for 2A1: Post larvae capture and breeding

» In the new FDA and FFEM funding, better define the project of development of post larvae
production which has not easily proved its financial sustainability. In particular look if in
other sectors, lessons couldn’t be learnt (such as the certification scheme of timber coming
from forest sustainably managed which started from the final buyers side instead of the
producers side)

Indicators of result:

» development of the capacity of production of post larvae
» the buyers side of the sector has been evaluated and a strategy of development is identified

33) Component Coordinator mentioned that the work has been completed for component 2A.

Recommendation for 2A2 — 2A3: Knowledge and management of coral ecosystems capacities
improvement — Synthesis and dissemination of indicators to monitor the coral reef ecosystems
health

» For both components: come back to the CNRS — FDA convention and compare what was
foreseen to what was actually done.

» 2A2: Focus these activities on the production of concrete tools to better manage reef
fisheries and MPAs, in close relation with MPAs managers, to fit their needs. To be carried

out in relation with the COREMO software delivery.

» 2A3 : come back to what was initially planned in the first workshop in Noumea for this
component

Indicator of result:
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» results of the components fit with the contract contents and the tools produced by these
components are validated and used by MPAs managers

34) The component coordinator mentioned that the leader for the component 2A2/2A3 was not at
the meeting and he was not really able to speak on her behalf. After the meeting, he will meet
with her and give her all the recommendations.

35) Component 2 coordinator mentioned that the tools will not be available at the end of the
research programme (Dec 2008). However, the ISIS-FISH could be considered as a CRISP product

36) Component 1 reiterated that the tools were needed for the good implementation of component
1.

37) It was reminded that a lot of tools are available nowadays, and that there is no need to reinvent
the wheel. Moreover, the testing of the toolbox is very important. And, the tools need to be
easy to use (and not too scientific).

38) The component 2 coordinator reminded that he was still waiting for the ProcFish data/results,
and he asked from help from the CCU and SPC.

Recommendation 2A4: Test of innovative methods to inform resources users

» Come back to the CNRS — FDA convention and compare what was foreseen to what was
actually done

» Check if the database foreseen in the offer is not overlapping with the Reef Base Pacific one.
If yes, reallocate the budget to the production of methods and tools dedicated to field
managers

» Check the foreseen communication products with the SPREP which is also in charge of public
information

39) Most of the budget has been spent on the Pacific Year of the Reef. For the remaining budget,
the SPREP will establish a list of priorities.

» Before making any new product, take into account the existing material (e.g. these done by
FSPI and/or LMIMA).

» Speed up the rhythm of implementation of this activity and adapt the material produced to
each territory to which it will be dedicated (e.g. the DVD in preparation at the IRD Noumea
based on the NC case, must include other examples if it is dedicated also to other islands)

40) USP asked to receive more information about the DVD, especially in terms of distribution and
the possibility of editing it.

Indicator of result:

» the produced material is complementary of the existing one within the CRISP partners and
can be used by Pacific MPA managers (identical issues and appropriate languages)

Recommendation 2A5: Studies on CO, and study on the development of ecotourism in relation
with coral reefs
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» The ecotourism work carried out up until now would be of little interest, if it was stopped
now. At this stage the follow up is very vague: there is a clear lack of supervision of this study
by professionals of tourism.

» Redesign this study including at least Fiji (already done) NC and FP.

Indicator of result:

» a project of development of an eco-certification at regional level is identified and its
feasibility assessed and tested in 3 different territories, for a potential implementation in the
framework of another funding

41) Studies on CO, : it was explained that the status of knowledge since the project design has
increased a lot, and the study that have been done by the project will be reviewed and re-
oriented to fit within the current status of knowledge.

42) The evaluator explained that the work that has been done for the study on ecotourism is not
what that was asked. However, USP did some good work in Fiji and this work should be
replicated in New-Caledonia and French Polynesia.

43) General comments:

> AFD reiterated that a list of concrete proposals was needed by the end of the week.

Recommendations for 2B: Reef restoration pilot sites and manual

» As far as possible, incorporate the results of this work into the 1A2 activities (MPAs
management) by asking the populations to carry out very simple work to start a process of
restoration

» In that order, from the manual produced by this component, make available very simple and
practical guidelines, dedicated to local communities in their own language.

» Try to suggest this activity in degraded areas close to hotels or to MPAs, as an alternative
livelihood (see Hideaway example in Fiji)

Indicator of result:

» several CRISP MPAs have implemented some simple reef restoration and this work (based on
very simple techniques) is done by local populations helped by didactic material, produced by
the component

44) Since the component coordinator was not able to attend, it was asked to Barnard Salvat to
report on the behalf of the sub-component coordinator.

45) The idea of a “very simple and practical guidelines” was very well received especially if
translated into local language. Thus, it was recommended to set aside a budget for translation.

46) The program coordinator reminded that the Tuvalu biodiversity project may be funded by CCU
and to be undertaken by S. Job. Cl mention is interest and will be supportive as long as it is
incorporated in the work of SPREP. However, some concerns about the involvement about the
government of Tuvalu were raised. The project has some great potential but will need several
caveats to be turned to reality. Moreover, it would be important to make sure that the

CRISP GENERAL MEETING — APIA SEPT 2008 — MINUTES EDITOR: F. STAUB PAGE 7/18



government is interested in this project, and so far, there is no evidence of the involvement of
the government. NZAID may also be interested in this project.

Recommendations for2C1 — 2C2: Improvement of the bio-prospection regulatory framework —
Algae and sponge taxonomy

» 2C1: Complete this action by delivering to the concerned countries, concrete suggestions of
modification to their regulation in this domain. According to our interviews, support to the
CTOM would be also very appreciated by them.

» 2C2: Continue to make available in the concerned countries the results of these studies and
look if some interesting results are linked to some MPAs of the prospected countries (see FSPI
and USP).

Indicators of result:

» modifications of regulation have been suggested to the concerned countries and as far as
possible to the interested CTOM

» Samples are given to the USP and student exchanges have enabled sharing of knowledge
Recommendations 2C3 — 2C4: Sample analysis, student exchanges and local staff training

» 2C3: Any outcome of this activity (if any) will be long term (after the end of the project). Thus
it is mainly through 2C1 (regulation support) and 2C4 (training) that countries can take
advantage of this activity.

» 2C4: Action to be developed to increase the immediate interest of this activity to concerned
countries

Indicators of result:

» Concerned countries are informed of the research results (done for Solomon Is) and training
has allowed significant knowledge transfer

» At least 10 students from the Pacific (more if possible) have been involved in these exchanges

47) It was underlined that it is very important to provide the report from the legal sub-component,
to the countries, and in their own language. Thus, it was agreed to have the reports translated.
The CCU maybe able to provide some funding.

48) A suggestion of organizing a workshop was proposed in order to share all the results with the
participating countries. This idea was well received.

49) The sub-component coordinator agreed that data sharing is important, and is willing to provide
data to the global sponge database and global biodiversity database.

50) The issue of benefit sharing for the active substances when found was raised. The coordinator
indicated that is was included in the project (countries would get 2.5% of benefits). It was
mentioned that CROP agencies are already working on such agreements.

Recommendations 2D: Setting up of Reef Base Pacific

» Check if the content of the database fits with users expectations and doesn’t overlap significantly
with other databases

CRISP GENERAL MEETING — APIA SEPT 2008 — MINUTES EDITOR: F. STAUB PAGE 8/18



» Incorporate the CRISP Website content to RBP

» Check that available data in NC will be exploited like the one of FP. If necessary prolong the
contract with the employee who did the job in FP

Indicators of result:

» the Website is operational, includes what was foreseen in the contract, NC documentation has
been well exploited and incorporated as well as the CRISP Website material

51) The Reef Base coordinator mentioned that the work has started in New Caledonia. However, for
PNG it is a challenge but more work will be done there within the next months. She also
reminded that any useful information from other components can be added into Reef Base
Pacific.

52) Some participants were concerned about the future and sustainability / longevity of Reef Base
Pacific once the program is over. Thus, it was underlined that it is very important in terms of
sustainability to have SPREP or USP involved.

Recommendations for Component 3 (for all 3A SPREP provides the project with the officer
mentioned in the contract)

» 3A1 - 3A3: Institutional and governance support — support to sustainable development of
coral reef, including socio-economy

» Develop concrete tools on integrated coastal zone management as well as in governance
matters, useful for the setting up and management of MPAs

» Starting from existing methods (e.g. SEM-Pacifika), develop concrete tools useful for the
setting up and management of MPAs and allowing to measure the results of MPAs and when
possible to calculate their IRR

Indicators of result:

» Good practices in the field of integrated coastal zone management and governance are
identified and disseminated

» At least in 3 MPAs, IRR have been calculated, results are disseminated and used for a better
awareness on the value of reef ecosystems and on the effects of MPAs

53) The governance study has already started on one site, and will start shortly with a second site. If
enough funding is available, a 3" study will be done.

54) IUCN informed the participants that a “center for economics” was currently set-up.

Recommendations for Component 3A4: Support to information, to networks, to the development
of supplementary and alternative livelihoods and support to other CRISP activities

» Disseminate the CRISP results, among countries involved in the program

» Resolve the problem of support to RBP. Provide support to transversal action as well, as sites
which need it.

» Support networks such as GCRMN, LMMA, SEM-Pasifika, etc. to facilitate the share of good
practices.
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Work on "supplementary and alternative livelihoods" in a concrete way and disseminate the
results.

Check that COREMO is in line with the expectations of all and check if the link exists between
it and component 2A.

Indicators of result:

»

An analysis of the transversal support to components and sites is done and shows the
effectiveness of this support

Tools are created to help communities and managers to measure the potential effects of
supplementary and alternative livelihoods

COREMO is operating and provides the information on reef health

Recommendations 3B: Coordination Unit

>

Strengthen the coordinator’s team in order to allow him to better manage the program, in
particular in terms of financial monitoring, strategy and follow up after CRISP’s end.

Improve the monitoring system in order to allow the measurement of the program outcome.

Set up a little steering committee to help the coordinator in taking decisions and to give
greater transparency in the financial management of the CCU.

Indicators of result:

>

>

>

55) A job advertisement is currently being widely circulated (deadline for application October 15

The enlarged CCU is created and operates (with the help of a SC).
The monitoring provides data showing also the program effects

A follow up to the program is identified and as far as possible implemented before the CRISP
ends

th)

The CRISP reporting system: past and future (Eric Clua, CRISP Coordinator)

56) Eric Clua presented the new reporting system. Participants are afraid that this new system will
require more work, since currently the reporting is outcome oriented based on the log-frame.
The Program coordinator reassured the participants that it will be easy to use and will facilitated
the work of the Coordinating unit. Participants also raised the “ranking” system, since they
found it very subjective.

57) It was reminded the new work plan will fit within the log-frame and will be easy to integrate to
the new reporting system (required by AFD).

58) Regarding the data for funding, the program coordinator reminded that estimation or a
percentage would be useful.

CRISP action plan for communication and information sharing and new projects

Presentation of Action Plan for communication (Francis Staub, AJH Environmental Services) and
open discussion around involvement of partners in Communication
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59) A presentation of possible “tools” to improve the communication of the program was made. The
presentation also underlined CRISP was a partnership and CRISP partners should better promote
the program (and not only their organization). A communication strategy document will be
available soon.

60) All the participants agreed on the fact that the CRISP should be promoted as a partnership and
additional funding should be look from under the umbrella of the CRISP program. Selling the
partnership should open more doors than selling individual organizations.

61) Eric Clua reemphasized that products/publications should follow the CRISP communication
Charter (available on the web site) and it is not always the case.

Presentation of Action Plan for data management and sharing (Pip Cohen, WFC) and open
discussion around involvement of partners in data management and sharing

62) After the presentation of ReefBase Pacific, Pip Cohen reiterated that the feedbacks and data
were needed and she will welcome any comments. She also wanted to know on how the system
could serve better the CRISP program and its partners. It was reminded that WFC could scan
hard copies documents in order to integrate them into the Reef Base Pacific.

63) WFC mentioned that they had a strong partnership with USP.

64) Even if participants recognized the hard work done and the utility of Reef Base Pacific, the
question about sustainability was raised again. It was again mentioned that it is important to
involve the SPREP.

65) Lastly, the current cover of the DVD is only acknowledging the main partners with whom WFC
has some formal agreements. However, a lot of other partners provided data and are
acknowledged within the content of the DVD. Some suggestions were made about only having
CRISP and WFC center logos on the cover. But, under the current agreement, and since UNF did
not agreed on the CRISP communication charter, their logo and the ICRAN one would need to be
there. No decision was taken, and some further investigations will be made, but WFC reiterate
that it was a CRISP product and will do its best to please all the partners.

66) WFC reminded that the target for Reef Base Pacific the reef manager at large.

67) WFC also underlined that Reef Base had a lot of flexibility and can integrated any other web-
based database.

68) WFC also presented the GEF lesson learned portal and mentioned that it could be useful to do
something similar for the CRISP.

Presentation of new projects under the AFD-SPC second convention (including the support to Post-
larval Capture and Culture) and potential French GEF funding (Eric Clua, CRISP/CCU) and open
discussion around involvement of partners in these projects

69) The additional funding for the program was presented (see annex 3) and it was explain that this
additional funding was provided to meet immediate and urgent needs for the CCU, and other
areas of interest such as the PCC. AFD explained also that there was a rush to allocate this
money for the CCU to be still functioning and that it was not possible to wait later than April.
This money cannot be engaged on already existing and ongoing project of the program. The AFD

CRISP GENERAL MEETING — APIA SEPT 2008 — MINUTES EDITOR: F. STAUB PAGE 11/18



representative also gave some clear explanation about the additional funding of the PCC, which
is very important in term of regional cooperation and generating income.

70) The AFD was congratulated for its additional support for the CCU. However, a certain
disappointment was expressed of the additional 2 million Euros as they have already been
allocated and reallocations are not in line with the recommendations of the MTR. It was again
reiterated that the component 1 needs some funding for coordination. It was reminded to the
participants that the recommendations from the MTR need to be funding/take place under the
current agreements.

71) Participants asked about the opportunity to take advantage of some flexibility to support on-
going activities that have no more funds. The programme coordinator reminded participants
that this money is not meant to continue current activities. However, some tenders will be made
for a minority of the remaining funding.

72) Cl reminded that the coordination for component 1 was until June 09 and was wondering about
the status after this date. AFD mentioned that agreements have been signed with partners to
extend the end date of the project. However, Cl mentioned that it was not agreed yet.

73) It was suggested to merge the consultancies for EDF and ADB, as a fund raising line that could be
undertaken by the partners and not only the consultants.

Action plans on “Economics” and ""governance"" as cross-cutting processes amongst the CRISP
programme.

Presentation of the outcomes of the CRISP workshop on “Economics of MPAs” (Suva - Fiji — 26 to
30th of May 2008) and Presentation of pre-identified studies (Nicolas Pascal, IRD) and Open
discussion around coordination of the studies and involvement of CRISP partners — Setting up of a
cross-cutting action plan

74) The session was open by a presentation from Nicolas Pascal (IRD) on the “outcomes of the CRISP
workshop on Economics of MPAs (Suva — Fiji — 26 to 30th of May 2008) and the presentation of
pre-identified studies ". Comments about the pre-identified sites are welcome. The proceeding
of the workshop will be available shortly on a DVD and on Reef Base Pacific. The next steps for
the project are:

» Develop regional capacity in environmental/resource economics.

» Economic tools adapted to CBM and integrating socio-cultural aspects.

» Devote increased effort to demonstrating the usefulness of economic assessment to policy
and decision makers. How?

» International support. Collaborations with existing networks: ICRI+CROP: very oriented to
economic valuation (advisory purpose)

» IMPAC 2 participation

75) The importance of the involvement of local/regional economists was highlighted. However, it is
not always easy.

76) It was also noted that for the case studies it is very important to take into consideration:

» The cost of the method. The cost should be as low as possible and the method/model
affordable.
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>

The ease of the implementation of the method/model: it should be easy and ready to use
for the community.

The value of the method/model and the need from the countries, local population, and
managers.

How the governments could use it and how it will help them to fund MMA.

The social aspect, it can’t be separated from the economic.

All the data already produces and available. These data should be used to identify the gaps
and to define which investments need to be made

The new emerging aspects such as disease, population relocation and climate change. It was
also mentioned that religion can play a key role.

The involvement of the private sector (in order to decrease the dependency from the donor
agencies)

The local economy from each country.

77) Polynesia is interested in having a case study (in the context of IFRECOR)

78) It was suggested that one of the best option may be the creation of small task force

Presentation of the Action plan around the theme of “Governance” (Jean-Brice Herrenschmidt,
IRD — US-ESPACE)

79) The purpose of the presentation of the « governance » was to :

YVVVVVYYVY

Inform from CCU

Create a Working Group with the interested Partners
Identify a list of priorities

design a strategy (workshop or case studies)

define a timeframe and budget

Consult with partners

Propose a work plan

80) It was also noted that for the case studies it is very important to take into consideration:

>

Y V VY

The importance of all the bibliography available, and the existing resources (noting that the
governance issue in the pacific has already been discussed extensively and many papers
have been produced).

The need from the countries, the gaps and what actions are the most important/needed.
The value at the national level.

How these case studies could be promote at regional forum. It is very important to decide at
which level and on which topics should the work focus.

Some major existing framework documents for the pacific such has the Pacific Plan
(produced by the Pacific Forum), and to explore how the case studies produced could fit in /
being take into consideration in these documents, and also what could be the added value
of these case studies.

81) FSPI mentioned that they are working on the governance issue as well as Vanuatu.

82) SPREP mentioned that it also involved in other governance projects (funded by Mc Arthur
foundation).

83) AFD mentioned that from a donor perspective the governance approach needs to be linked to
the socio-economic aspects. AFD also underline that good governance is important for donors.
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84) The idea of the workshop (at the end of 2009) did not reach a consensus. One of the reasons
mentioned was the difficulty to have the participation of the appropriate people.

85) For the Term of References, it should be made clear that the work should undertake in
partnership with the different components of the program.

86) It was also reminded that at least 50K Euros are available and since a lot of work was already
ongoing, money was not really an issue.

87) It was reminded to the participants that the Nature Round Table has identified 3 countries (PNG,
Salomon islands and Fiji) where a special attention to conservation action plans will be made.

88) From the discussions, most of the participants seemed to agree that the 3 countries to choose
are:

» Vanuatu (identified as a very good case study where different components are already
working together: FSPI, IRD and SPREP). The approach undertaken could be used for
Salomon and Samoa.

» Salomon islands (where the issue is important and where SPREP, FSPl and the
government are planning to work)

» Samoa (a consultant has been hired by SPREP to investigate the interest of Samoa in this
effort and is currently working on a feasibility studies)

89) At the end of the discussion, it was decided to create a working group to propose the next
step (plan of action) taking into consideration all the comments. The working group is
composed of: composed of FSPI, WFC, IUCN, WWF, Francois Feral, SPREP and Nicolas Pascal.
The Working group will be chaired by Jean-Brice Herrenschmidt (IRD — US-ESPACE). The
working group will meet and report later in the week.

Theme: Presentation of Action plans and conclusions

Each component had an extensive period of time during the meeting to meet to review the
recommendations of the MTR and to finalize a new action plan — taking into consideration the
recommendations — for the rest of the program duration. For this exercise, the consultant in charge
of the evaluation provided some template and was available during the week to provide guidelines
and reply to questions.

The paragraphs below present the comments received about the new action plans presented
(available at the CCU under request)

Component 1: Marine Protected Areas and Integrated Coastal Management

90) The value of this week meeting and the productivity of the meeting. It was the first time that the
entire component participants were able to seat together.

91) The program coordinator reminded the participants about the upcoming: “The International
Coral Reef Marine Protected Area Network Meeting “, 17 - 19 November, 2008, Tokyo, Japan
(http://www.icriforum.org/EastAsiaRW2008.html)

92) It was mentioned that with the new plan of actions the reporting will be easier.
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93) It was reiterate the lack of funding in some sites, however, the additional funding for
governance and economic will help.

94) It was also reminded that the “economic” project, it was only presentation of what can be done
and that comments/feedbacks on where it would be useful are welcome.

95) Lastly, the participants from component 1 expect to have clear idea on the next steps about the
“governance/economics” projects at the end of the meeting. The program coordinator reminded
that the working group was set-up to come up with a clear plan of action.

Component 2A: Status of coral reefs and use of their resources

96) The component coordinator explained that the new plan of actions presented is integrated the
existing plan of actions with new actions for the PCC (funded under the new AFD-SPC
convention).

97) COREMO: the funding for COREMO is secured and the first training will be held in Fiji in

November. The purpose of the training will be to learn how to use COREMO and how to enter
the data.

98) Tourism: it was reminded that for the tourism, French Polynesia was a request from AFD.

99) It was reminded that component 2A was supposed to provide tools to help component 1 in term
of management. However, so far, the link between the 2 components is not strong enough.

100) Participants would like to have more information about the indicators, how they were

chosen, have they been tested?... and that indicators needs to be useful for the local
communities and easy to use.

Component 2B: Rehabilitation of coral ecosystems

101) It was reminded that the “coral garden” for the Samoa was just a preliminary experience.
The site in Bora Bora is the only one who has been successful.

102) The idea of a “kit” to raise awareness about coral transplantation, re-seeding of fishes and
services was very well received and should be move forward.

103) It was reminded that using Sinalei as a case study should be explored again.

104) Some coral transplantation projects are funded (by IBD) in the Maldives, and the component
coordinator should look at what had been done.

Component 2C: Development of Marine Active substance

105) The study on “natural products” will depend on how many student the component leader
can fund

106) The component leader reminded that the data were already provided to the component 1A

and that the “algae” database was ready. She also will be happy to see connection with Reef
Base Pacific.
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107) The idea of a side event at the 11th Pacific Science Inter-Congress (Tahiti, French Polynesia -
March 2 - 6, 2009) was very well received and the component leader is encourage to move
forward.

Component 3A: Institutional Support and Communication

108) SPREP mentioned that not all the communication budget has been spend and some of the
remaining budget could be set aside to be used by the winner of the Cl tender.

General comments about the new action plans

The participants asked the program coordinator if it would b possible to have a list of what
everybody is going to do, when and where. This information would help partners to work together.
It could be a useful way to present the new plan of action plan.

Presentation from Jean-Brice Herrendschmidt about the conclusion of the Working Group on the
Economic

109) JBH presented a template in order to submit proposal. The deadline for application is
October 30" 2008 (for a starting date in January) and applications need to be send to JBH that
will have a first look at the received proposals before sending them to AFD. The activities that
will be eligible are studies and demonstration actions. The working group identified 2 countries
as priority: Vanuatu and Samoa.

110) The template is fairly simple and the information needed are: possible site, activities, what
scale (national, communities), what kind of activities (scientific studies or concrete actions) and
any other related useful documents. H also reminded that it would be an asset to link it to the
economic issue

111)  AFD will provide (on the CRISP web site) more information about the AFD definition and
criteria for governance.

112) SPREP mentioned that they would like to see the proposal for Vanuatu since the SPREP is
currently working in the country and has a project funded by Mc Arthur foundation.

113) The program coordinator mentioned that the grant will be up-to 4000 Euros.
Presentation from Clive Wilkinson, Global Coral Reef monitoring (GCRMN Coordinator)

114) The SPREP reminded that a great network was working for the Pacific: the Roundtable for
Nature Conservation. CRISP will look into working with this network. IUCN mentioned that a
person was based in Fiji (co-finance by Cl). The next meeting will be in Salomon Island in 2009.
http://www.sprep.org/roundtable/

Intervention from the CRISP coordinator about miscellaneous items

115) Reef @ Risk: The program coordinator asked about the relevance of applying the R@R
methodologies in the Pacific since a request of funding and technical assistance was received. He
also wanted to be sure about the relevance of such a project, especially in avoiding any
replication. Several of the participants were not aware about R@R methodology, and the
program coordinator will provide them with more information. More information about R@R
can be found at: http://www.wri.org/project/coral-reefs
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116)

The program coordinator reminded that the participation of CRISP member at

regional/international conferences was very important and he will do his best to financially
assist partners. Among upcoming event he mentioned:

>

Y V VY

117)

Pacific Science Inter-congress, 02 — 06 March 2009, Tahiti — French Polynesia
http://www.psi2009.pf

The French Pacific Fund have secured a fund for supporting the contribution of Pacific
researchers

International marine conservation congress (Washington, Dc, May 20-24, 2009):
http://www2.cedarcrest.edu/imcc/index.html

World Ocean Conference 2009, Manado, Indonesia, 11th-15™ May 2009,
http://www.woc2009.org/woc_home.php

Other meetings such as the regional CBD meeting and International Education Conference
were also mentioned.

He also thanked all the participants for coming to the meeting and their active participation.

Presentation of the strategy for Xth EDF funding (Dominique Rojat, AFD)

118)

>

119)
120)

121)

From the discussion, the following points were raised:

One of the suggestion, to move forward, was to reassemble CRISP-inherited activities into
three main components:
a. Integrated Coastal Management, including MPAs and governance — space-based,
focus on ecosystem sustainability
b. Coastal resources management, inc. Coastal fisheries, aquaculture, PCC — resource-
based, focus on sustainable livelihoods
c. Knowledge management and capacity building, including ReefBase, the indicators
work & bio-prospection, training especially for the Pacific Islanders (based on a
demand-driven, focus on dissemination, ownership & benefit-sharing)

The 3 components above will allow consolidating and integrating the work that has already
been accomplished and will be easily understandable for donors. Moreover, the proposed

components are drowned CRISP’s lessons.

These suggestions are also based on the “3 three pillars” of sustainable development:
economic, environmental, social and is fully consistent with the Pacific Plan

Finally, it was reminded that AFD is not a substitute for CRISP partners or CROPs , and that
the proposal should be implemented by one or several CROP(s), with the help of AFD-funded
consultants if partners whish to move forward in this direction.

Cl reminded the participants that the organization was not eligible to the EDF funding.

FSPI has contacted EU, but nothing has been agreed yet, and more lobbying is needed.

The participants agreed that the best way was to work with the CROP agencies. It was also

agreed that the CRISP partners should work together on developing a common proposal with
priorities based on the proposed suggestion.
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122) Another idea suggested was the organization of a donor round table to find other funding
agencies. This roundtable could be held around IMPAC (International Marine Conservation
Congress, 20-24 May 2009, Washington, DC, USA).

123) It was also recommended to look carefully at the proceedings of the Reunion Conference on
Climate Change and Biodiversity in EU Overseas Entities (7-11 July 2008) and used them make
proposal that will follow the recommendations of the meeting.

124) A lot of countries are receiving GEF money, thus it is also important to involve the
governments and help them to make proposals.

Closing

125) The meeting was closed by remarks from each component leaders, acknowledging the
benefit of the meeting and the quality of the discussions, and thanking the SPREP and the CRISP
coordinator for the organization. Mr. Cosi, Deputy Director of the SPREP, gave the final remarks.
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