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To	fill	resourcing	gaps	that	undermine	the	successful	implementation	of	the	African	
Elephant	Action	Plan	and	associated	National	Elephant	Action	Plans	as	the	primary	
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1. Version 1.0 of the Resource Mobilization Strategy (RMS) was agreed by the 
Implementation Board of the Elephant Protection Initiative (EPI) in Gabon in June 
2016. That strategy outlined a fundament departure from prior efforts; though many 
elements were only partially implemented at best. The absence of an updated African 
Elephant Action Plan (AEAP) and associated National Elephant Action Plans (NEAPs), 
delays in establishing the proposed International Consultative Group alongside lack of 
agreement on preferred Multi- Partner Trust Fund (MPTF) arrangements, meant that 
no new resources were in effect mobilized.1 
 

2. At the Implementation Board Meeting held in Botswana in March 2018, 
Geopolicity Inc. was formally appointed as [a] Knowledge Partner to the EPI. Tasked 
with driving innovation, strengthening outreach and communications and undertaking 
critical research to open up the EPI to development finance, a more catalytic and hands-
on approach to resource mobilisation has been developed. This version therefore 
replaces the legacy version while also introducing a number of new elements, all 
focused on resource mobilization success.  
 

3. Version 1.0 of the strategy called for a balanced effort to (i) deepen partnerships, 
(ii) diversify funding modalities, and (iii) build fundraising capacity. To drive this 
forward, an international Fund Raising Director was appointed to deliver the strategy, 
though over that period very little capacity developed, leading to incremental gains 
within existing systems. As a result, this strategy focuses on putting in place durable 
solutions built around Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs), from which resources 
will increase inline with installed capacity. At the same time, structural impediments to 
mobilising resources have been identified, and corrective measures outlined.  
 

4. The objective of this resource mobilization strategy stays the same, though the 
dates have been pushed back to reflect delays in execution. With the intermediate aim 
of raising US$ 100 million still active, this RMS aims to put in place new structures, 
built around the proposed EPI Consultative Group (EPI-CG), from which far greater 
resources will be mobilized at international (AEAP), national (NEAP), partner, and 
park levels. Following a pre-EPI-CG held in New York in September 2017, it has 
finally been agreed that the first formal meeting of the EPI-GC will meet in October 
2018 on the margins of the UK Government hosted Illegal Wildlife Trade (IWT) 
meeting. With Heads of State confirmed to lead this effort, this strategy aims to link the 
EPI with Sustainable Development Goal 15 (Life on Earth), allowing structured 
financing to resource the NEAPs directly, through official development assistance, and 
through other resource flow. In terms of investment priorities for this strategy, the focus 
is now on: 
 

§ Evolving the EPI into a legal entity capable of direct fund management; 
§ Opening up access to SDG development finance; 
§ Implementation of the EPI-CG at the Heads of State & Heads of Aid level; 
§ Direct advisory assistance to the African Elephant Fund (AEF); 
§ Prototype Grant Applications for the primary donors; 
§ Green Climate Fund (GCF); 
§ Direct links with the Global Environment Facility (GEF); 
§ Guidance Notes on accessing EU National and Regional Indicative Program 

Funding; 
																																																								
1 The AEAP was originally agreed between the 38 African Elephant Range States, and endorsed by the Range States 
at CITES CoP15 and by the Parties to CITES at CoP16 on the 13-25 March 2010. 
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§ Research on the costs and benefits of Elephant Protection; 
§ White Paper for a Park-Conservation Crypto Coin; 
§ Options for blended finance modalities; 
§ Communications and outreach through the EPI Global Contact Group; 
§ The EPI website as a ‘one-stop-shop’ for partners and practitioners; 
§ Final Agreement on Trust Fund Arrangements (AEF, UNDP, WB, etc.); and, 
§ Guidance to NEAP leads on accessing national funding opportunities. 
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5. Elephants are a keystone species and remain crucial to the sustainment of 
Africa’s forests and savannas. They are vulnerable and creating a sustainable elephant 
population will require a coordinated and multifaceted effort. According to secondary 
sources, there were around 19 million African elephants in the wild in 1880, falling to 
10 million by 1932. The final results from the Great Elephant Census showed that in 
2016 only 352,271 African savanna elephants remained in 18 countries, down by 30% 
in seven years. Final reports show that: 
 
§ Savanna elephant populations declined by 30 percent (equal to 144,000 

elephants) between 2007 and 2014.2 
§ The current rate of decline is 8 percent per year, primarily due to poaching. The 

rate of decline accelerated from 2007 to 2014; 
§ 352,271 elephants were counted in the 18 countries surveyed. This figure 

represents at least 93 percent of savanna elephants in these countries; and, 
§ Eighty-four percent of the population surveyed was sighted in legally protected 

areas while 16 percent were in unprotected areas. However, high numbers of 
elephant carcasses were discovered in many protected areas, indicating that 
elephants are struggling both inside and outside parks. 

 
6. Action to protect elephants will therefore determine whether they continue to 
exist in the wild at all, and as an indicator species, success in protecting elephant 
numbers is also a proxy indicator of wider environmental conservation success.3 
 
1.1 Elephant Protection Initiative (EPI) 
7. The Elephant Protection Initiative (EPI) is a global initiative launched by 
Botswana, Chad, Ethiopia, Gabon, and Tanzania which brings African Elephant Range 
States, non-range States, Inter Governmental Organisations (IGOs), Non Governmental 
Organisations (NGOs), Private Sector, and Private Citizens together to work in 
partnership to protect elephants and stop the illegal ivory trade (EPI, 2016). 
 
8. Currently 18 signatory countries (both range and non-range States) have 
committed to meet the aims of the EPI. Through the EPI, all signatory countries commit 
to close domestic ivory markets, observe a moratorium on any consideration of future 
international trade for a minimum of 10 years and thereafter until African elephant 
populations are no longer threatened; and agree to put all stockpiles of ivory beyond 
economic use. EPI Members also commit to work to achieve the aims of the EPI and 
to join the political global leadership to protect elephants and stop the illegal ivory 
trade. The EPI Objective Structure is provided in Figure 1 below. 

 
 
 
 
 
																																																								
2 It is also important to note that African savannah elephants are not the only population that has been drastically 
affected in recent years. Forest elephant populations, have fallen heavily in recent years. 
3 In the AESR 2016, the estimated number of elephants in areas surveyed in the last ten years in Africa is 415,428 ± 
20,111 at the time of the last survey for each area. There may be an additional 117,127 to 135,384 elephants in areas 
not systematically surveyed. Together, this estimate and guess apply to 1,932,732 km2, which is 62% of the 
estimated known and possible elephant range. There remains an additional 38% of range for which no elephant 
population estimates are available, although it is likely that average elephant densities in this range are much lower 
than in the surveyed areas. 
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Figure 1: EPI OBJECTIVE HIERARCHY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9. While this RMS supports objectives related to closing markets and maintaining 
bans, it must focus on implementing the AEAP, by accessing public and private sector 
support through the creation of a long-term fund that provides guaranteed financial 
support for all participating range States for the implementation of the AEAP. Since its 
launch at the London Conference on Illegal Wildlife Trade in February 2014, the EPI 
has grown from 5 to 18 member States. The EPI has brought together 26 of the world’s 
leading NGOs and IGOs who have publicly declared their support. The RMS builds on 
the considerable success of the EPI, at the goal level, as outlined below: 
 
§ Goal 1: Maintain The International Ivory Ban: The EPI member States and 

its partners have led the way to take a strong and vocal stance for the 
maintenance of the international moratorium. 

 
§ Goal 2: Close Domestic Ivory Markets: The EPI provides domestic closing 

protocols, enabling member States to plan and implement the closure of their 
domestic ivory markets. Successful advocacy for resolutions on domestic ivory 
market closure at key international conservation conferences including CITES 
and IUCN summits. Crucial breakthroughs achieved for the closure of major 
consumer markets with the United States, China, and Hong Kong’s 
commitment to ball all ivory sales by 2021. Significant role played in the recent 
introduction of a ban of ivory sales in the UK, including an online campaign 
helping to generate one of the largest ever responses to a government 
environmental consultation. 

 
§ Goal 3: Development of National Elephant Action Plans: Creation of 

Standards & Guidelines for the development of comprehensive, budgeted and 
time-scaled NEAPs, freely available in multiple languages. 10 EPI member 
States’ NEAPs developed through inclusive stakeholder workshops, with 
additional NEAPs nearing completion. 17 priority conservation projects across 
10 range State have received full funding.  

 
§ Goal 4: Place Ivory Stockpiles Beyond Economic Use: Bespoke Ivory 

Inventory, Protocol and Management Technology Guidelines, freely available 
in multiple languages. Design and implementation of a Stockpile Management 
System (SMS), to support the real-time management of ivory, with 
acknowledgement from the CITES Standing Committee meeting in November 
2017. Inventories completed and secured in 12 countries. 
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10. These successes must not be taken for granted, and unless the primary economic 
factors driving resource extraction and depletion are overcome through creating viable 
alternatives and combating corruption, failure to conserve habitat and govern open 
spaces will emerge as the Achilles heel of the entire engagement. Resource mobilisation 
must therefore balance upstream (protection, enforcement and conservation etc.) with 
downstream (global demand and awareness and citizen’s education etc.) needs. Given 
that resource commitments to the EPI must be prioritised across the four objective 
structure, it is clear that the largest flows must be directed to overcoming shortfalls in 
funding at the national level; in essence, by funding NEAPs. While the African 
Elephant Fund (AEF) was established to fill resourcing gaps, the AEF has struggled to 
meet its original target for reasons that are explored below. 
 
1.2 The African Elephant Action Plan (AEAP) 
11. In 2010, recognizing the rapidly growing Elephant poaching threat, all 38 
African Elephant Range States came together to commit to the African Elephant Action 
Plan (AEAP). The plan aims to meet eight strategic objectives, all of which must be 
echoed in the NEAPs. Objective 8 of the AEAP focuses on resourcing, and provides 
the foundation, upon which all other objectives can be met in a timely manner. Figure 
2 provides the objective structure. 
 

Figure 2: AEAP OBJECTIVE HIERARCHY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12. The AEAP failed to meet its objectives, partially as a result of not being able to 
raise the level of resources necessary. Of course, the absence of NEAPs - bridging the 
link between the AEAP and associated National Development Strategies – undermined 
the potential for a more structured approach to financing the EPI. As a result, a highly 
projectised approach continues, with considerable resourcing gaps between range and 
non-range states, based on government’s fiscal capacities.  
 
1.3 National African Elephant Action Plans (NEAPs) 
13. The NEAPs allow national priorities in elephant protection to be implemented 
at the national level; using state and non state resources. Even though NEAPs were not 
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costed national plans, the AEAP will lack the huge benefits that national planning can 
bring to an otherwise top-down approach. To be aligned however, all NEAPs must be 
developed around the eight objectives of the AEAP, with all final sections being 
dedicated to resource mobilization to support effect execution. With 6 NEAPs newly 
formulated and with a further 4 already under implementation (10 in total), the resource 
gap for the AEAP can be calculated by aggregating resource gaps across the national 
level, and regional and pan-African financing gaps.  
 
14. NEAPs must be fully integrated into the national development plans, linked 
with wider conservation efforts, and to the national budget formulation and execution 
process. As the primary source of financing, range State Governments must seek to 
ring-fence financing for their own programs and use NEAPs as a springboard for 
improving the economic viability of parks, in order to broaden the revenue base as a 
direct contribution to park conservation. If economic viability is not achieved, parks are 
perceived as a fiscal drain by Governments, many of whom are operating fiscal deficits 
anyhow, leading to underfunding. NEAPs must therefore present Value for Money 
(VfM) investments and be based on a clear Theory of Change in terms of park economic 
governance.  
 

1.4 African Elephant Fund (AEF) 
15. The African Elephant Fund (AEF) was established as a primary funding vehicle 
to support the resourcing of the AEAP. Strategy 8.3 of the AEAP aimed to ‘Link the 
African Elephant Action Plan with the African Elephant Fund’ by (i) developing a 
format for funding applications to the AEF and (ii) using the AEAP as a fundraising 
tool to encourage donors to commit funds to the AEF. 
 

16. The AEF was intended to be a major source of external finance to support AEAP 
execution. The original fund raising target was set at US$ 97 million, yet as of February 
2018 (7 years after establishment), the AEF has only met 3.7% of its original target 
(US$ 3,458,870.35) largely as a result of structural constraints to mobilizing resource 
for a single species. In 2017, the European Commission emerged as a significant donor 
to the AEF, though EC staff stated that funding elephants directly is not a policy of the 
commission. The EC’s ‘Larger than Elephants’ strategy lays out a comprehensive 
approach to conservation, species by species.  
 

Table 1. AEF FUNDING COMMITMENTS TO DATE BY DONOR 
Country  Income (US$) 
 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Totals 
Belgium         49,975 20,920 59,737 130,632 
China   200,000           200,000 
EC              1,052,632 1,052.632 
France   63,689       87,579   151,269 
Germany 108,800   68,325   159,259   553,168 889,552 
The 
Netherlands 66,108 49,990 179,310 146,341 126,984 142,095 124,766 835,595 

South Africa   11,716   9,062.00       20,778 
UK   178,408           178,408 
Total  174,908 503,805 247,635 155,403 336,218 250,596 1,790,303 3,458,870 

Source: AEF (As of February 2018) 
 

17. As a result of resource mobilization shortfalls, not only are critical activities 
underfunded, range state governments are left with an often highly fragmented 
financing system that is difficult to coordinate and prioritise. Moreover, lack of core 
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annual funding has meant that critical human resources deployed to protect elephants, 
are otherwise deployed to mobilize funds, sapping scarce resources from the task at 
hand: protection. The United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) administering the 
AEF explained the structural limitations of the fund, including the extremely low 
administrative budget which has left the AEF without dedicated staff focused on fund 
raising. It is therefore critical to review the current funding arrangements for the AEAP, 
and AEF, to ramp up massively external support for the range state countries currently 
executing NEAPs. 
 

African Elephant Specialist Group 
18. The mission of the IUCN/SSC African Elephant Specialist Group (AfESG) is 
to promote the long-term conservation of Africa's elephants throughout their range. 
Group objectives include: (i) to compile and synthesise information on the conservation 
and status of the African elephant across its range, (ii) to provide and improve technical 
information and advice on the conservation of Africa's elephants to the following (a) 
range State government agencies, (b) non-governmental organisations, including both 
international and African-based organisations, (c) inter-governmental organisations, 
and (d) non-range state governments; (ii) to promote and catalyse conservation 
activities on behalf of Africa's elephants to be carried out by the above; (iii) to build 
capacity through the exchange of ideas, information and technical expertise among the 
members of the group. 
 
1.5 Sustainable Development Goals 
19. Prior to the 2015 adoption of the UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), 
direct funding sources for an initiative such as the AEAP were difficult to find. 
However, SDG Goal 15 (Life on Land) focuses on ‘sustainably manag(ing) forests, 
combat(ing) desertification, halt(ing) and revers(ing) land degradation, halt(ing) 
biodiversity loss’, providing a new basis for development financing for the AEAP, 
given its wide contribution to meeting life on earth objectives. 
 
20. Target 15.7 aims to ‘take urgent action to end poaching and trafficking of 
protected species of flora and fauna and address both demand and supply of illegal 
wildlife products’. Targets 15 A, B and C are provided below: 
 
§ 15.A: Mobilize and significantly increase financial resources from all sources 

to conserve and sustainably use biodiversity and ecosystems; 
 

§ 15.B: Mobilize significant resources from all sources and at all levels to finance 
sustainable forest management and provide adequate incentives to developing 
countries to advance such management, including for conservation and 
reforestation; and, 

 
§ 15.C: Enhance global support for efforts to combat poaching and trafficking of 

protected species, including by increasing the capacity of local communities to 
pursue sustainable livelihood opportunities 

 
21. The SDG Framework now provides the basis for all Official Development 
Assistance in Africa, and must similarly provide the organizing framework for future 
development finance for the EPI. A particular — and new — focus on the SDGs is the 
realization that the annual funding shortfall for SDGs is over US$ 3.2 trillion annually, 
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leading to the promotion of blended finance models where public and private funds are 
combined to draw down on the risk for private sector expansion. The strategy reflects 
this new realty and builds on blended finance models wherever possible. 
 

Figure 3: RANGE OF AFRICAN ELEPHANT DISTRIBUTION (2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: African Elephant Specialist Group (2016).
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22. In order for the AEAP to be implemented as planned, sufficient resources must 
be mobilized to assist range states own funding of NEAP priority actions. In this sense, 
the AEF was intended to fill gaps in funding and compliment ongoing efforts, not to be 
the sole source of finance per se. However, if sufficient resources are not put in place 
covering all 38 range state territories, then the international community commitment to 
executing the AEAP is placed in doubt.  
 
2.1 AEAP Objective 8 Commitments  
23. The AEAP was established to meet eight strategic objectives, and though the 
original budget was highly indicative, commitments were initially sought at the level 
of US$30 million a year, to be channelled through the AEF. Once pledged, it was 
intended that fund disbursement would be guided by strict allocation criteria 
categorised into (i) Small Grants (up to US$ 50,000) for small activities (ii) Medium 
Grants (US$ 50,000-US$ 500,000) for medium term activities (iii) Large Grants (US$ 
500,000-US$ 2,000,000) for large project activities and (iv) Very Large Grants (US$ 
2,000,000-US$ 5,000,000). 
 
24. Objective 8 of the AEAP outlines a strategy to establish a sustainable funding 
mechanism to implement the AEAP; though despite progress, there is no direct linkage 
between the AEAP (which has not been updated for years) and NEAPs which were 
introduced subsequently. However, it is worth reviewing the working modality outlined 
to support the attainment of Objective 8, as shown below: 
 
§ Establish a Working Group of the range States to regularly update the Action 

Plan; 
 

§ Pooling of resources (voluntary contributions of capacity, space, and funding) 
from range States to complete the Action Plan; 

 

§ Prioritize interventions in the AEAP for fund-raising and subsequent 
implementation; 

 

§ Estimate the cost of activities and seek funding sources; 
 

§ Develop a mechanism to carry forward the plan, ensuring sustainability; 
 

§ Establish mechanisms for coordination, collection and use (in a sustainable 
manner) of funds for implementation of the African Elephant Action Plan); 

 

§ Develop and implement monitoring indicators; 
 

§ Establish clear and measurable targets for each objective and strategy; 
 

§ Establish institutional arrangements for monitoring the implementation of the 
AEAP and on remedial measures in case of little or no progress; 

 

§ Implement the actions called for in the AEAP and report on these through a 
regular transparent reporting mechanism through existing mechanisms e.g. 
CITES bi-annual reporting; and, 

 

§ Review and where necessary update the AEAP every three years, to keep 
abreast with the challenges and dynamics of conserving and managing 
elephants.  
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25. Most of these prescriptive measures were never followed. The AEAP is now to 
be updated in June 2018, and lessons must be learned, with weaknesses systematically 
corrected. As the AEAP has no clear institutional home, the centrality of the NEAP 
mechanism to the fulfilment of AEAP objectives is obvious, though NEAPs are 
currently not funded by the AEF. The AEF remains the only direct source for financing 
the AEAP, outside of national budget spending. 
 
2.2 Current Funding Levels 
26. The results of an AEAP resource stocktaking exercise undertaken in May and 
June 2016 for Stop Ivory, highlight the rather fragmented funding arrangements for the 
AEAP and elephant protection as a whole. Resource channels currently include, but are 
not limited to: 
 
• The AEF; 
• National budget allocations to NEAPs; 
• Multilateral and bilateral Overseas Development Assistance (ODA) support; 
• Global Environment Facility (GEF); 
• Non government organizations; and, 
• Private and charitable flows.  
 
27. The stocktaking exercise, which covered known national budget funding, GEF, 
AEF, OECD DAC reported ODA, and other private flows suggest that around US$ 361 
million is already under commitment across the 38 range states, from 2015 onwards. 
These figures are based on secondary information, and are over a period of up to five 
years, given that commitments including multi-annual rolling programs. The UNDP-
GEF biodiversity and ecosystems portfolio is the largest in the UN system, covering 
over 130 countries and 500 projects with US$ 1.5 billion in funding and US$ 3.5 billion 
of co-financing. Currently, the GEF remains the largest single source of funding for the 
AEAP, though funding is not directly aligned to it or through the AEF. Support to fit 
the EPI around GEF-7 formulation is critical to the long term success of the EPI. 
 
28. The AEF alone has a shortfall of over of over US$ 95 million for the period 
2016–2020, and though Global Environment Facility (GEF) and ODA provide 
considerable flows, their direct alignment with AEAP objectives, and with the NEAPs 
needs to be more clearly defined. Though there are considerable NGO and private 
flows, given the scale of the crisis to be addressed, there remains a considerable funding 
shortfall for the AEAP in particular, which must be addressed through either 
strengthening the AEF or other more effective modalities. 
 
29. The ongoing programming of the 6 NEAPs mentioned in paragraph 13 above 
are likely to require an immediate funding injection of circa US$ 20 million, though 
existing costing excludes a number of key actions that must be taken at the EPI 
Secretariat level.  
 
2.3 Existing Funding Modalities 
30. The current funding arrangement for the AEAP can be characterized as highly 
fragmented and considerably underfunded in certain areas. Though the AEAP and AEF 
were established in 2010 and 2011 respectively, the EPI provides an opportunity for 
increasing financial flows, pan-African cooperation and improved prioritization. 
Moreover, given the convening authority of the EPI member states and the need for 
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collective action on regulatory enforcement and information exchange, action must not 
only focus on sub-projects, but also on EPI pan-African governance. 4 
 
31. EPI member’s states — as they implement their NEAPs aligned to the AEAP 
— must focus their efforts on delivering activities on the ground, not on spending 
unnecessary time trying to resource their activities. A description of the current funding 
modality is therefore provided below, as the basis for further analysis. 
 
2.4 Funding Within the AEAP Framework 
32. The current resource framework for the EPI-AEAP framework is summarized 
below, assuming considerable matching funding is available from the AEF: 
 
§ Each EPI signatory government develops its NEAP based on NEAP ‘Guidelines 

and Standards for National Elephant Action Plans’; Objective and working 
methods are aligned to the AEAP; 

 
§ Each NEAP includes a results and resourcing framework and Key Performance 

Indicators (KPIs). These should ideally be established around the 8 Objective 
structures of the AEAP with actions funded on an annual basis, though this is 
often not the case; 

 
§ For the AEF, each NEAP state prepares Project Proposals (proposed 

actions/activities, expected outcomes, methods, targets, metrics, and M&E 
plans etc.); and, 

 
§ Each project proposal has an indicative budget attached. However, there are 

currently insufficient financial resources within the AEF to make this model 
effective. 

 
2.5 Funding Outside the AEAP Framework 
33. Outside of the formal AEF funding allocation process, most resources flow 
through the national budget allocation process or on the basis of bilateral, multilateral, 
NGO or private sector commitments. Figures on OECD DAC Bilateral and Multilateral 
are available as are generic allocations under the GEF; though alignment with the 
AEAP remains limited. No reporting on SDG 15 related to elephants exists. The current 
process is therefore as follows: 
 
§ Governments (range and non-range States and [the] international community) 

provide a mix of direct on-budget and off-budget project support for a range of 
actions, many of which might or might not be related to the AEAP set of 
priorities; 
 

§ The UN System, including UNDP, UNEP, UNODC and other sister agencies 
provide funding for national development, through the United Nations 
Development Action Framework (UNDAF). The UNDAF is a programme 
document between a government and the United Nations Country Team 
describing the collective actions and strategies of the UN to the achievement of 

																																																								
4 The newly established African Strategy on Combating Illegal Exploitation and Illegal Trade in Wild Fauna and 
Flora in Africa (May 2015) will need to be aligned with the EPI and AEAP. 
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national development, including NEAPs. This is now also linked to SGD Target 
15, on Life on Earth; 

 
§ The GEF-6 program on ‘Global Partnership On Wildlife Conservation and 

Crime Prevention for Sustainable Development’ has a budget of 
US$128,223,020 in direct GEF financing and US$664, 788, 739 in co-
financing. Elephants and rhinos have received considerable global attention by 
the donor community, including GEF investments in GEF - 6 through the GWP. 
The stocktaking exercise highlights the importance of GEF as a contributor to 
AEAP related actions, and the EPI Secretariat is actively involved in positioning 
the EPI around the formulation of GEF-7; 

 
§ Bilateral and multilateral ODA, at the country level, provides considerable 

support to conservations of national parks, and other objective areas of the 
AEAP, though efforts may or may not be always aligned to the NEAPs, where 
they exist; and, 

 
§ National and international NGOs, charities, research institutes, think tanks and 

other philanthropic causes undertake considerable work, though very little of it 
is formally coordinated with the AEAP. As a result, resource flows through this 
channel remain unknown. 

 
34. GEF-7 Replenishment Discussion has focused on a new policy framework and 
increased attention to delivering results. The new framework focused on: (i) improving 
operational efficiency and monitoring; (ii) enhancing transparency in governance and 
operations; (iii) bolstering the GEF’s efforts to address gender equality; (iv) enhancing 
the GEF’s knowledge management systems; (v) mainstreaming climate and disaster 
risk screening across all GEF investments; and (vi) reviewing the balance of grants and 
concessional Loans. Major impact programs — of which Wildlife for Sustainable 
Development Impact Program is critical to the EPI — include: 
 
§ Landscape Restoration Impact Program; 
§ Transforming Energy Systems Impact Program; 
§ Food Systems Impact Program; 
§ Sustainable Cities Impact Program; 
§ Environmental Security Impact Program; 
§ Healthy Oceans for Sustainable Fisheries Impact Program; 
§ Natural Capital Impact Program; 
§ Green Finance Impact Program; 
§ Green Infrastructure Impact Program; 
§ Agricultural Commodities Supply Chains Impact Program; 
§ Amazon Sustainable Landscapes Impact Program; 
§ Wildlife for Sustainable Development Impact Program; 
§ Circular Economy Impact Program; and, 
§ Integrated National Planning for MEAs/SDGs Impact Program. 
 
35. The Wildlife for Sustainable Development Impact Program will support 
conservation and sustainable use of wildlife as an engine of economic growth in at least 
3 large wildlife landscapes in Africa. This will provide habitats to over half the world’s 
elephants, many other species of antelope that are disappearing faster than elephants, 
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and the recovery of predators, especially lions and wild dogs that require large habitats. 
Scale will enhance ecosystem functions, including the recovery of ancient migration 
routes, and the conservation and recovery of the full suite of flora and fauna biodiversity 
that is usually associated with large, intact wildlife habitats. The program would target 
remaining large wilderness areas, most of which include areas within various countries, 
for example, the Okavango Zambezi (Angola, Botswana, Namibia, and Zambia); the 
Greater Limpopo (Mozambique, South Africa, and Zimbabwe); Malawi, Zambia 
TFCA; Serengeti [Mara] (Tanzania and Kenya); Kagera (Rwanda, Tanzania, and 
Uganda); Niassa-Selous or Odzala (Congo, Cameroon, Mozambique & Tanzania and 
CAR). Several of these landscapes are important regional water catchments, especially 
KAZA and Luangwa, and they are huge landscapes with intact habitats of forest, 
savanna, swamp, and therefore carbon. 
 
36. Reduce Direct Drivers of Biodiversity Loss: While other GEF investments 
actively address many of the threats to species (i.e. habitat destruction and 
fragmentation, over-exploitation, climate change, and introduction of invasive alien 
species), additional efforts are required to prevent the extinction of the unprecedented 
number of species that have seen their numbers and distribution ranges reduced 
dramatically due to illegal, unregulated and unsustainable taking, and/or trafficking. 
The biodiversity complementary investment, Preventing the Extinction of Known 
Threatened Species, addresses this need. In countries where there is significant pressure 
on threatened wildlife species, GEF will help build the capacity of environmental 
authorities, law enforcement agencies and the judiciary to reduce poaching inside and 
outside of protected areas. Investments in these areas is crucial, as the poaching and 
trafficking of wildlife goes hand in hand with other illegal trafficking of threatened 
species, as has been well documented on the east coast of Africa with fine woods. This 
support will include strengthening decision and policy — making processes including 
legislation geared towards limiting and punishing illegal activity. GEF will also 
enhance science-based wildlife monitoring, communications, knowledge sharing, 
education, and awareness. In demand countries, raising awareness and other 
behavioural change approaches to reduce demand will be supported. 
 
37. As wildlife poaching is driven by a rising demand for illegal wildlife products 
(particularly ivory), and especially from the emerging economies of Asia, funding must 
work on both the supply and demand side of the ivory value chain if it is to be effective. 
Although the value of illegal wildlife trade remains unknown, it has been estimated at 
between US$ 5 – 20 billion per annum.5 As the AEF has a total funding of US$3.45 
million to date, it is clear that such funding will have little hope of displacing the multi 
billion dollar organized trans-national illegal economy unless resource levels are 
massively ramped up.  
 
38. Figure 4 below provides a schematic overview of the current funding 
environment for the AEAP. 
 
 

																																																								
5 Milliken, T. (2014), Illegal Trade in Ivory and Rhino Horn: an Assessment Report to Improve Law Enforcement 
Under the Wildlife TRAPS Project. USAID and TRAFFIC.  
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Figure 4: CURRENT FINANCING STRUCTURE FOR THE AEAP/NEAPS 
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39. Solving the African elephant crisis will not be achieved through a pin-prick 
approach based on hundreds of sub-projects. Rather, it requires a durable solution to be 
put on the ground, and resourced, perhaps forever. Moreover, the levels of resource 
required to secure the future of the African elephant across 38 range states must run 
into billions. The economics of that equation is therefore critical to long term 
resourcing. However, with formal development finance commitments constrained, and 
with the AEF struggling to meet its funding targets, this section assesses the strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats of the current AEAP funding ecosystem.  
 
3.1 SWOT Analysis 
40. A resource stocktaking exercise was carried out for the Stop Ivory in May 2016, 
yielding a clear understanding of the current constraints to funding the AEAP. These 
constraints must be overcome, if the core funding of the AEAP is to be supported by 
counter-funding at the national level. While there are other resourcing challenges, any 
effective systems would seek to address the biggest distortions by establishing and 
enforcing a funding modality that leads to a far more structured and coordinated 
approach. At the end of the day, resources are not about money, they are about time 
and the opportunity cost of bad decisions. The proposed EPI Consultative Group will 
go a long way to addressing this problem as would formal alignment with the AEF, or 
an alternative funding arrangement. 
 
41. Table 2 provides the overall SWOT analysis for this resource mobilisation 
strategy. Considerable opportunities exist in relation to establishing the EPI as a more 
formal initiative, and in aligning itself as a solution for GEF-7 and the SDGs, but many 
of the weaknesses also need to be overcome. It should be noted however, that a number 
of the weaknesses outlined in Version 1.0 of the RMS have subsequently been resolved, 
including agreement to establish a Consultative Group, Contact Groups, and to 
appointing a dedicated structure to lead on the fund raising side. 
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Table 2. AEAP/EPI SWOT ANALYSIS 
Strengths Weaknesses 
§ AEAP as a Bankable Investment Framework: The AEAP 

presents a clear investment framework and is fully 
supported by all major global actors. As the AEAP is to be 
updated in 2018, it is obvious that EPI investment approach 
to NEAPs must now be reflected within that framework. 

§ Established NEAP Formulation Guideline: A guideline 
has been developed and deployed to guide the formulation 
of NEAPs, around a set of standard operating procedures.  

§ EPI Political and Technical Platform: The EPI is a 
leading political and technical platform bringing together 
range and non-range States around a common action 
agenda; executing the NEAPs. Growing the EPI 
institutional and fund raising mechanisms only brings 
greater value and impact to the EPI, in particular Goal 3 on 
NEAP execution. 

§ Sustainable Development Gaols: The evolution of SDGs 
including SDG 15 provides the framework for investment 
into conserving ecological systems, conserving 
biodiversity and protecting wildlife. As SDGs remain 
underfunded in Africa, the need for blended finance 
modalities to be introduced alongside increased private 
flows has never been a higher priority.  

§ Strong EPI Leadership: The EPI Board is highly skilled 
and experienced and the two entities operating as a joint-
Secretariat provides a robust approach to driving the EPI 
through at the political and technical levels. 

§ The African Elephant Fund has not met its funding target: The AEF 
has not met its fundraising goals despite being established as the 
primary mechanism for financing the AEAP. While the AEF is 
managed professionally, its net contribution to the AEAP has remained 
extremely limited due to funding shortfalls. While the AEF is a multi-
donor trust fund (Belgium, China, EC, France, Germany, Netherlands, 
South Africa, and UK), there is an urgent need to review the 
fundraising strategy, the range of donors (only 8), branding, alignment, 
and harmonization with the AEAP and NEAPs.  

§ Funding arrangement remains highly fragmented: Due to the many 
resource channels for financing, and general lack of reporting against 
AEAP goals, the funding environment is highly fragmented. As the 
stocktaking exercise makes clear, gathering information about ongoing 
resource flows is very complex, leading to uncertainty regarding flow 
levels. GEF-7 has identified similar observations and the need to 
strengthen tracking of results. 

§ The Range of AEF Donor States is unnecessarily restrictive and 
Non-Traditional Donors Must Be Encouraged: The AEAP and AEF 
aim to operate in a fairly traditional manner, in that they seek formal 
pledges and commitments from international donors. This is not 
working well. A diversified funding strategy would expand the donor 
set from the current 8 perhaps up to 20 or more, to include non-
traditional financiers including the Gulf States, corporations, charities, 
and other options. 

§ The AEF has no Minimum Donor Contribution and Many Donors 
have Stopped Pledging to the Fund: Many trust funds expect donors 
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§ Untapped Development Finance: NEAPs are essentially 
developed to be funded by government and international 
development finance partners, and there remains a 
considerable opportunity to introduce new modalities to 
allow NEAPs to be fully financed through resourcing 
arrangements that are harmonized with government 
systems. 

§ New Consultative and Partnership Frameworks: The EPI 
Board has approved the establishment of the EPI 
Consultative Group, Contact Group, and Partnership 
Framework, providing the EPI with the tools necessary to 
communicate and to improve both alignment to EPI 
objectives and harmonization to the NEAP process. 

§ Knowledge Partner: The Board has appointed a 
knowledge partner to assist in developing and 
implementing the resource mobilization strategy, and in 
undertaken independent research to strengthen policy 
execution. The knowledge partner has considerable 
experience in navigating donor procurement processes, 
which can be tapped to great effect here. 

 

to make a minimum contribution of say US$1 million, as the basis for 
showing political support and to effect execution on the ground.  

§ Most Range State Governments have still to Report NEAPs within 
the National Budget Framework: Ideally, each range state would open 
up a budget line for their NEAP, as the basis for reporting and 
mobilizing support. Bilateral donors providing direct budget support 
cannot finance through the budget until this is done. 

§ Direct Linkages to SDG Goal 15 are Still Not Made: While the 
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) arguably underserved 
protection and conservation, SDG Goal 15 in particular (Life on Earth) 
provides an opportunity to link EPI as an initiative with structured 
development financing from multilateral and bilateral donors globally. 
High priority targets for funding would include be UNDP, EU 
(Cotonou Agreement, European Development Fund), the World Bank 
and African Development Bank (ADB). 

§ No Matching Grants: Currently, NEAPs must be largely funded by 
the range or non-range State Governments, many of whom face 
considerable fiscal challenges. The preferred model for the AEAP 
would be for the AEF to be either a donor of last resort (financing 
resource gaps on agreed priorities) or to provide matching grants (US$ 
1 government funding to be matched by US$1 AEF funding) to provide 
a strong incentive for increasing range state financial support.  

§ Non-Governmental Organizations, Charitable, and Private 
Financing volumes not always reported within the AEAP 
framework: Currently, the total value of global contributions in 
support of AEAP Objectives remains unknown. Flows from NGOs, 
charitable sources, private sector, philanthropists, and other flows are 
therefore not necessarily aligned or harmonized with the AEAP, even 
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though there is near full agreement on the centrality of the AEAP to 
solving the African elephant problem. 

§ Weak Representation of Many EPI States on the Management 
Board: As not all EPI states are represented on the Management Board, 
there is the need to revise the membership arrangements to encourage 
greater participation, and ownership, which is key to longer term 
success. 

Opportunities Threats 
§ The EPI is Established as a Formal Legal Entity to Drive Its 

Own Funding: There is a considerable opportunity to 
formalize the EPI as a legal entity, and options have been 
developed to that end, around which the EPI can formally 
submit calls for proposals and solicit funding from private 
sources. This would evolve the EPI from a prescriptive 
structure to a proactive one. 

§ Convene the First Ever EPI Consultative Group: In bringing 
world leaders and financiers together to provide a common 
platform to support the AEAP/NEAPs, the EPI has the 
opportunity to drive support to the AEAP and to improve 
support for protection, as a more unified approach. The donors 
supporting the AEF would naturally become members of the 
EPI-CG. 

§ Agree Ownership & Governance of the AEAP: To be 
effective, clear roles and responsibilities should be established, 
in terms of who leads on fundraising for the AEAP. Lack of 
ownership of the AEAP has led to uncertainty on its value, and 
linkages with the AEF. 

§ Formulate 2018–2022 AEAP and 2018 Plan & Budget: 
Without an up-to-date plan for the AEAP, donors can not 

§ NEAPs Submissions to the AEF Might Not be Fully Recognised: 
There is a risk that NEAPs are not fully recognised under the revised 
AEAP as a central part of the planning process and this could 
undermine NEAP submissions to the AEF. 

§ AEF Continues to Under-Perform Against its Target but Donors Do 
Not Wish to Reform the Structure or Establish a New Multi-Partner 
Trust Fund: Ideally the EPI works closely on a day-to-day basis with 
the AEF, allowing NEAPs to be funded through the trust fund. 
However, if the current shortfall in funding continues, or the NEAPs 
are not formally recognized as an extension of the AEAP, a new 
funding structure will need to be put in place. Under this situation, 
donors are unlikely to finance a new fund, and yet the EPI will not be 
able to benefit from the existing arrangement. Options to develop a new 
MPTF would therefore be complicated, unless a blended fund was 
established. 

§ Fund Raising Targets are Nor Met: There remains a moderate risk 
that the highly fragmented funding environment for elephant 
conservation remains stubbornly resistant to the move towards 
structured development finance, and that the CG provides a platform 
for consensus, but it does not lead to donor financing directly for the 
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provide structured funding support. As a result, the AEAP 
needs to be updated for the 2018–2022 period, including 
targets, funding needs, and funding arrangements. 

§ Broaden the AEAP Donor Support Base: To address the 
problem of limited external support — in particular for the AEF 
— the EPI must develop an outreach and communication 
strategy to increase the donor support base, moving from 
around 7 donors to 20. Opportunities for submit EPI funding 
under GEF-7, and EU, Green Climate Fund, and to non-
traditional donors must remain an emergent priority. 

§ Diversify the funding base to Close Resource Gaps: Given 
different donor fiscal years, widening the base will smooth 
financial inflows and encourage non-financial support 
(lobbying, research, networking, etc.). 

§ Institute a Minimum Donor Entry of US$ 500,000: While 
overall financing for the EPI is not inconsiderable (though it is 
highly fragmented), contributions to the AEF remain too low 
to allow a central funding arrangement to emerge to: (i) support 
priority actions, (ii) co-finance critical investments, and (iii) 
finance trans-boundary policy research and monitoring. A 
minimum donor entry needs to be established, so that sufficient 
resources are available and the fund needs to be at the US$ 
500,000 mark or it will have no impact. 

§ Link the EPI-AEAP to SDG 15: Funding support to date has 
not convincingly tapped the considerable ‘structured ODA 
funding’ available associated with the Sustainable 
Development Goals. There is a clear opportunity to improve 
the AEAP business model to be more active in linking with the 
new ODA SDG environment and given that donor 

initiative, under such a situation, the focus shifts to increasing national 
capacities to fund raise at that level. 
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disbursement rates in Africa are typically low, there would 
appear to be short term opportunities for diversifying the 
supply of finance. Economic Research would show the 
linkages between elephant protection and revenues for national 
development. 

§ Improve the Budget Support Environment: Direct budget 
support by donors for National Elephant Action Plans has been 
limited, and yet such flows (which can be negotiated 
nationally) are likely to be larger than any central AEAP 
funding. 

§ Build National Capacities in Resource Mobilization to 
Support the New NEAPs: There is currently limited direct 
budget support from donors for NEAPs and opportunities exist 
to establish budget management arrangements to increase 
resource flows, linked to donor country strategy priorities. 

§ Establish a Blended Finance Model and Consider Adopting 
a ‘Conservation Crypto-Currency’: If the AEF does not 
emerge as the solution for funding the NEAPs, a blended 
finance fund could be established combining public and private 
capital, including philanthropic flows. Similarly, there would 
appear to be considerable benefit in developing a ‘White Paper’ 
on a Conservation Coin that can be used to fund African park 
operations, including paying park wardens, providing the first 
crypto-currency with a not-for-profit structure. This would 
provide a model for direct aid. 
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42. In the light of the analysis provided in Section 3, and given that the AEAP must 
be funded through different channels, a number of priorities must be set to remove the 
constraints outlined above, and to exploit opportunities while managing risks. 
However, the entire SWOT analysis developed above is aimed at fixing the 
AEAP/NEAP structure from an operational point of view in order to allow the EPI to 
benefit from funding streams, currently not available. This section therefore lays out 
the funding needs and potential sources of finance, within which the resource gaps can 
be filled.  
 
4.1. Funding	Needs	(Demand	Side)	
43. There are two ways of determining the funding needs of the AEAP/EPI. The 
first way essentially involves top-down planning, as with the first AEAP. The second 
approach would be to aggregate together the sum total of NEAP financing gaps, and 
then to add in global and regional spend to that. NEAPs provide a bottom up planning 
approach, which is the most effective approach to the EPI given that most actions relate 
to on-the-ground investments in nature, communities and national governance. 
 
44. Existing Financing: National Government Expenditure: Most African Range 
States do not have a separate budget heading for NEAPs. Budgets for park or forest 
management/conservation plans are also generally not presented in most national 
budgets, and they are instead provided under the broader heading of wildlife 
conservation, biodiversity management, or forestry resource management. The 
stocktaking exercise reveals that for most states less than 1% is allocated for their 
Environment related activities (for instance, Angola, Zambia, Liberia, and Senegal) and 
even then, the majority of spending is allocated to employee compensation.  Some of 
the larger valued allocations to overall environment or wildlife conservation include 
Botswana (spending US$ 54 Million on environment, wildlife and tourism in 2015/16), 
South Africa (spending US$ 42 million on biodiversity and conservation in 2015/16), 
Gabon (increasing its allocation to its National Agency for Parks to US$14 million), 
and Kenya (spending US$ 14.5 million on its Wildlife Service with a particular focus 
on anti-poaching activities). For some states while there is no mention of environment 
and conservation in their national budget, they do outline action plans and allocation 
expenditure in their National Biodiversity Support Action Plan (NBSAP) submitted to 
the CBD (Convention on Biological Diversity). These are mostly five year plans 
though. An overall assessment of national budget expenditure allocation reveals a lack 
of concrete plans and allocated expenditure on elephant conservation and protection.  
 
45. An in-depth analysis of OECD funding has been undertaken using data from 
the DAC database. Biodiversity related development finance commitments have been 
compiled from the year 2002 onwards to 2014. Out of this the projects that have been 
relevant to elephant conservation, biodiversity conservation, national park 
management, and anti-poaching have been filtered and analysed. Biodiversity projects 
which specifically support the conservation of other species such as apes, rhinos, and 
marine species have been kept out of the analysis as well as projects such as those 
addressing climate change, agroforestry projects, and community involvement 
enhancement. The UK Darwin project commitments have been included in the 
assessment since the projects do not specify the specific objective but the larger Darwin 
project supports elephant conservation. Similarly, the Japanese Technical Support 
projects and the US multispecies wildlife projects that do not specify which species that 



Elephant	Protection	Initiative		
Resource	Mobilization	Strategy	—	Version	2.0,	DRAFT	—	For	Discussion	

	

	

	
	

24	

project is supporting has also been included. This would mean that the analysis might 
include some funding which is not directly relevant to elephant conservation but would 
be targeted toward overall biodiversity support or wildlife protection. 
 
46. Among the OECD countries, analysis indicates that the US has consistently 
been supporting specific elephant conservation projects across the range States. 
Looking at projects from 2002 onwards it can be seen that Germany has spent the 
largest on relevant projects. This is primarily because of a few large projects it has 
supported in Benin across years. 
 

Figure 5: VALUE OF OECD DAC RELEVANT PROJECTS (2002–2014) 

 
 
47. Data from the DAC database for the year 2014 indicates that the overall 
spending across all range states by OECD countries on biodiversity projects relevant 
for elephant conservation is US$38 Million (overall OECD biodiversity projects across 
all objectives was US$71 million in 2014). Benin gets the largest funding for a large 
project on sustainable development of the Pendjari [National] Park, other large valued 
projects are in Tanzania and Mozambique again on large park projects. Based on the 
results of the stocktaking exercise, total existing and planned funding through national 
budgets totalled around US$361 million (see Table 3), excluding the GEF, OECD 
country, and NGO/charitable flows. As a result, it is clear that the role of the AEAP-
AEF is in fact to compliment ongoing efforts and to fill critical financing gaps for 
priority needs. 
 

Table	3. NATIONAL	FUNDING	ASSOCIATED	WITH	ELEPHANT	PROTECTION	
Country  Funding (US$) Source(s)  
Angola N/A   
Benin N/A   
Botswana 55,065,158 (2016) + 56,074,112 (2015) Botswana Ministry of Finance 
Burkina Faso N/A  
Cameroon 31,822,086  Cameroon Ministry of Forestry & 

Wildlife  
Chad N/A N/A 
Republic of Congo N/A N/A 
Cote D’Ivoire N/A N/A 
Eritrea 175,000  National Biodiversity Plan 2014-2020 
Kenya 14,500,000  Kenya National Budget 2015/2016 
Liberia No Data  
Mali 75,973,208.662  NBSAP  
Malawi 11,500,000 Malawi National Biodiversity Plan 

2015-2025 
Mozambique 16,806  National Biodiversity Plan 2015-2030  
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Niger N/A N/A 
Nigeria 29,150,000  National Biodiversity Plan 2016 
Rwanda N/A N/A 
Senegal 28,000,000  NBSAP 2015-2020 
Sierra Leone  337,468  2016 Sierra Leone Budget 
South Africa 43,042,972  2015/2016 Budget 
Tanzania 1,600,000  National Biodiversity Plan  
Zambia 14,106,933.53  2016 planned budgetary expenditure  
Zimbabwe 470,000  National Biodiversity Plan 2016-2020 
Total 361,833,743   

48. Table 4 below provides the Global Environment Facility (GEF) country level 
funding related to biodiversity, and though elephant conservation is often not explicitly 
mentioned in these commitments, linkages must be assumed. These figures are from 
2016. Clearly, most coordination occurs at the national level, which is why the planning 
and budgeting process for the NEAPs is critical to making sure that resources are 
efficiently and effectively used across a range of partners. 
 

Table	4. ELEPHANT	PROTECTION	RELATED	GEF	FUNDING	BY	COUNTRY	
Country  Funding (US $) Source  
Angola 27,998,000 GEF 
Benin 11,575,500 GEF 
Botswana 21,266,000 GEF 
Burkina Faso  8,869,954 GEF 
Cameroon 20,423,794 GEF 
Chad 445,160 GEF 
Republic of Congo  679,860 GEF 
Cote D’Ivoire  15,529,000 GEF 
Eritrea 17,019,400 GEF 
Kenya 17,810,909 GEF 
Liberia  469,000 GEF 
Mali N/A  GEF 
Malawi 3,501,035 GEF 
Mozambique N/A  GEF 
Niger 11,401,093 GEF 
Nigeria  16,857,000 GEF 
Rwanda 1,820,180 GEF 
Senegal  N/A GEF 
Sierra Leone 24,425,000 GEF 
South Africa 2,620,580 GEF 
Tanzania 25,165,554 GEF 
Zambia N/A  GEF 
Zimbabwe  554,000 GEF 
Total 419,825,019 GEF 

 
49. Figure 6 shows the distribution of OECD DAC member reported funding for 
elephant related projects across the range states, showing the huge imbalance between 
states, and the large flows into Benin principally by the German Government. 
 

Figure 6: RELEVANT OECD DAC PROJECTS ACROSS RANGE STATES (2014) 
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50. Top Down Needs: The indicative costing for the AEAP estimated an initial 
funding requirement of US$ 97,350,000 for the period 2009 to 2012. While financing 
was never put in place, it is clear that the total funding sought for the AEF was between 
20-30% of existing Government funding for conservation. The costing of the AEAP 
was largely illustrative, and top-down, given the absence of costed NEAPs to feed in to 
the process. This original costing has assumed that project funded through the AEF 
would fall within the following financing ranges: 
 
§ Small Grants: A total of US$ 850,000 for grants up to US$ 50,000; 
 

§ Medium Grants: A total of US$ 12,500,000 for grants ranging from US$ 
50,000-US$ 500,000);  

 

§ Large Grants: A total of US$ 44,000,000 for grants ranging from US$ 500,000 
to US$ 2,000,000; and, 

 

§ Very Large Grants: A total of US$ 44,000,000 with grants ranging from US$ 
2,000,000-US$ 5,000,000 in size. 

 
51. Of course, once all range state NEAPs have been established, across 38 Member 
States, the total resource needs are likely to exceed US$ 400–500 million over a 4-year 
period, implying that the AEF can play a critical role in resourcing the difference 
between national spending and costed plans. Annual work plans and costing therefore 
need to be developed for the AEAP, as the basis for setting fundraising targets. 
Currently, the ongoing 6 NEAP development phase provides the basis for slowly 
improving planning and budgeting capacities. 
 
4.2. Potential	Sources	(Supply	Side)	
52. Critical to the success of this strategy is carefully thinking through the most 
appropriate sources of finance to fulfil particular resourcing gaps; in addition to those 
already secured through the national budgeting process. Key donors with potential 
interest in the AEAP are provided below, though many fund biodiversity through 
bilateral channels outside of the formal AEAP system: 
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§ African Development Bank: Through national and regional funds; 
§ Australia: Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (formally AusAID); 
§ Canada: CIDA; 
§ China: A New Aid Agency is being established; 
§ Denmark: Danish International Development Agency; 
§ European Union: ACP-EDF, EBRD, and NIP plus RIP funds; 
§ Finland: Department for International Development Cooperation; 
§ France: AFD; 
§ Global Environment Facility: GEF-7 financing framework; 
§ Germany: BMZ-GIZ; 
§ Ireland: Irish Aid; 
§ Italy: Ministry of Foreign Affairs — Italian Development Cooperation 

Program; 
§ Japan: International Cooperation Agency; 
§ Korea: International Cooperation Agency; 
§ Netherlands: Ministry of Development Cooperation; 
§ New Zealand: Agency for International Development; 
§ Norway: Agency for Development Cooperation; 
§ Saudi Arabia: Fund for Development; 
§ Spain: Agency for International Development Cooperation; 
§ Sweden: International Development Cooperation Agency; 
§ Switzerland: Agency for Development and Cooperation; 
§ Turkey: Cooperation and Coordination Agency; 
§ UK: UK Aid; 
§ United Arab Emirates: Ministry of International Development and 

Cooperation; 
§ United Nations: UNICEF, UNCTAD, UNDP, UNFPA, UNEP, UNIDO, WFP, 

and IFAD;  
§ USA: USAID, Inter-American Foundation, Millennium Challenge Corporation, 

& the African Development Foundation; as well as, 
§ World Bank: International Bank for Reconstruction and Development.
 

53. Critical to this resource strategy is identifying the primary supply side financiers 
for the NEAPs, outside of government spending. For this to happen, in the light of the 
SDG investment framework, the following funding priorities are the focus of this 
resource mobilization strategy for 2018/2019: 
 

§ Priority 1: GEF-7: GEF-7 objective and programming framework allows the 
EPI to formulate requests in support of the following GEF-7 programs: (i) 
Natural Capital Impact Program; (ii) Wildlife for Sustainable Development 
Impact Program; and (iii) Integrated National Planning for MEAs/SDGs Impact 
Program in particular. Given the growing trend in biodiversity funding (see 
Figure 7 below), there is clear justification for such an engagement. 
 

§ Priority 2: African Elephant Fund (AEF): The AEF has the potential to fund 
NEAPs and the ongoing formulation of 6 NEAPs with funding gaps can apply 
for grants under the AEF, submitted directly by the NEAP Member States. It is 
essential that the EPI identifies priority investments within the grant ceiling 
structure outline above. 

 

§ Priority 3: European Union National and Regional Indicative Programs: 
NEAP programs are naturally aligned to the national SDG framework, and to 
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the 11th European Development Fund (EDF). This programme is the second 
revision of the Cotonou Agreement and it is the follow-up of the EDF 10th 
(2008–2013). Most changes compared to the 10th EDF are financial ones — 
local and regional authorities, corporations, federation unions, administration 
states, agency chambers, development NGOs, and non-profit organisations. The 
EDF is covered by its own financial rules and managed by a specific committee 
with a total budget divided across: 

 

§ Local development; 
§ Humanitarian; 
§ Citizenship; 
§ Human Rights; and, 
§ Co-op & Development. 

 

§ Priority 4: USAID: USAID remains one of the largest investors in conservation 
in Africa, and a major source of innovation. Calls for Proposals can be 
submitted by the EPI states through various calls, probably with Conservation 
International as the prime, until such time as a formal EPI entity emerges. 

 

§ Priority 5: Green Climate Fund and Coalition for Private Investment in 
Conservation (CPIC): Both the GCF and CPIC are potential funders of the EPI 
and submission should be made based on an aggregated objective pursued at the 
level of the EPI. 

 

§ Priority 6: Non-Traditional Donors: It will be important to engage China, 
Turkey, the Gulf States, and IFIs such as the World Bank, African Development 
Bank, and Islamic Development Banks — many of whom are actively engaged 
on local development and conservation activities. 

 

§ Private Sources: The EPI should approach large corporate interests such as 
Amazon, Alibaba, airlines, IOCs, and perhaps leading sports teams, among 
other options. A White Paper for the EPI Conservation Coin will also provide 
some direction. 
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Figure 7: TRENDS IN BIODIVERSITY RELATED ODA & AID BY SECTOR  
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5.1. Overall	Strategy	
 
54. The preferred resource mobilization modality would be to encourage donors to 
provide un-earmarked support to the AEF, to fund the AEAP. With most under-
performing trust funds a mid term review is launched, with a view to assessing the 
administration and management of the fund, to see how weaknesses can be overcome. 
As the AEF is to be reviewed and a new AEAP put in place, there is considerable hope 
for linking the AEF to funding NEAPs. If the AEF cannot be sufficiently capitalized, 
the EPI will naturally look to other sources, as outlined above, implying a focus on 
multiple channels for resourcing.  
 

55. Irrespective of the outcome of the AEF, the following priorities have been 
identified, as being critical to resolving funding shortfalls for the EPI. These should be 
systematically addressed by the EPI Secretariat, with establishment of the EPI 
Consultative Group (EPI CG) a critical enabler for expanding the partnership. 
Establishing the EPI as a legal entity and driving through the EPI CG will be important 
strategic enablers, as will establishing an consolidated budget for the ranges states, 
based on NEAPs (where established).6 
 

56. The emergence of SDGs as the successor of the Millennium Development Goals 
(SDGs) provides the basis for the AEAP to attract development funding (Country 
Program Aid) from bilateral, multilateral, and International Financial Institutions such 
as the World Bank and African Development Bank. In particular, SDG 15 (Life on 
Earth) provides the basis for linking the AEAP and NEAPs to significant development 
aid partners. Many of the top 10 global aid donors in 2015 are not actively involved in 
the AEAP, but they could be.7 
 

§ European Union — $86.66 billion. 
§ United States — $31.55 billion. 
§ United Kingdom — $17.88 billion. 
§ Germany — $14.06 billion. 
§ Japan — $11.79 billion. 
§ France — $11.38 billion. 
§ Sweden — $5.83 billion. 
§ Norway — $5.58 billion. 
§ Netherlands — $5.44 billion. 
§ Canada — $4.91 billion. 
§ Australia — $4.85 billion. 
 

57. There are many different funding channels open to the AEAP — all of which 
are necessary to maintain the diversity of interests and the various procurement rules 
for different modalities. This AEAP resourcing strategy therefore focus on the main 
channels, though which both financial and non-financial support can be provided. Five 
basic funding modalities (fund flow arrangements) are outlined below: 
 

																																																								
6 Each NEAP state can agree with the EU Delegation in each range state to include the NEAP in the National 
Indicative Programs (NIPs). See Appendix 1 below for guidance on how to map the NEAP to EU resourcing. 
7 In 2015, net official development assistance (ODA) flows from member countries of the Development Assistance 
Committee (DAC) of the OECD totaled US$ 131.6 billion. Adjusting for inflation and the appreciation of the US 
dollar, this represents an increase of 6.9% in real terms, the highest level ever achieved for net ODA. Net ODA as a 
share of gross national income (GNI) was 0.30%, on a par with 2014. 
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§ Modality A — General Budget Support to NEAP States: Outside of any unified 
AEAP-AEF funding, the main financing route for the NEAPs is through EPI 
government’s own resources. Ideally, as outlined above, once states have 
established their NEAPs, annual budget allocations are made through the 
national budget process, allowing states to have sovereign authority on 
prioritization. Given the likelihood of shortfalls in national resource allocations, 
as a result of ongoing macro-fiscal stress, donors would provide direct budget 
support to increase resource endowment, to allow NEAP annual work plans to 
be executed as intended. Some range state countries are in the position to 
finance NEAPs, and others are not, necessitating higher levels of donor support 
in countries facing fiscal stress. 
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Figure 8: MAIN FUNDING CHANNELS FOR THE EPI 
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§ Modality B — Donor Direct and Earmarked Budget Support: General budget 

support for the NEAPs is critical for success, with donor channelling finances 
through the national budget process. Under this arrangement, financiers (i.e. 
EU, AfDB, etc.) channel resources through the national government’s budget 
management and treasury system, with all expenditures then complying with 
national procurement rules. Budget support provides a fiscal injection into 
national accounts allowing annual NEAP actions to be fully financed. Donors 
support the NEAP, and government decides on which activities to undertake. 
General budget support would allow the government to encourage donors to 
support NEAP actions directly, based on discussion led by national authorities. 
Earmarked budget support would allow the donors to fund individual projects. 
 

§ Modality C — Direct African Elephant Fund (AEF) Finance: Ideally the 
unified AEF fund would be the primary funding modality for the AEAP, 
complimenting national level NEAP funding as outlined in modality B. The 
AEF would focus on funding actions that were not being financed through 
modalities B or C above, filling important gaps, but operating within its own 
fiscal/resourcing capability. For the AEF to fulfil such a modality, there must 
be a massive increase in pledges and commitments from multiple sources, to 
make sure that it can become a fund of critical last resort. 

 
§ Modality D — Calls for Proposals: The EPI must be in a position to submit 

calls for proposals for not-for-profit entities, though most in Africa will be with 
the EU, USAID, and other bilateral programs. Developing a set of call for 
proposal prototypes as models for the EPI secretariat to expeditiously use to 
translate NEAP unfunded activities into meeting the objectives and purpose of 
the various calls. 
 

§ Modality E — Private Financing and Blended Finance: As a substantial 
amount of funding for the AEAP/NEAPs will remain outside of modalities A, 
B, C, and D above, and a EPI Partnership Cooperation Agreement could be 
signed with all major supporting non-governmental, corporate, and private 
actors, enforcing fundamental aid alignment and harmonization principles to 
allow them to finance NEAP projects and to use standard operating procedures 
so that the EPI can track progress, identify best practices, and to maximize 
returns to objectives. This would have the benefit of allowing independent 
actors to remain independent, but also encourage improved coordination in 
resources allocation, alongside compliance with standard operating procedures 
as outlined in the AEAP. Such an approach — similar to a Mutual 
Accountability Framework — solves the problem of duplication, improved 
resource use efficiency, and encourages collaboration. 

 
58. Operationalizing this strategy must focus on clear fund raising opportunities for 
2018–2019. The RMS must guide both short and long term decisions. The priorities for 
2018 are outlined in Figure 9 below. 
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Figure 9: 2018–2019 RESOURCING MOBILIZATION STRATEGY PRIORITIES 
  
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Priority	1
Establish	the	EPI	
as	a	Legal	Entity

Priority	2
Formulate	a	
Package	of	10	
Costed	NEAPs

Priority	3
Submit	10	Call	for	
Proposals	 to	AEF	
/	EU	and	USAID

Priority	4
Host	the	First	EPI	
CG	at	the	London	

IWT

Priority	5
Establish	NEAP	
Funding	Raising	

Guidelines

Priority	6
Court	Non-
Traditional	
Donors

Engage AEF Leadership & Support AEAP Development 

Link EPI to the SDGs and Undertake Critical Research

Develop Prototype Call for Proposals

Broaden Donor Outreach to Establish Contact Groups

Strategic Enabler

Strategic Enabler

Strategic Enabler

Strategic Enabler



Elephant	Protection	Initiative		
Resource	Mobilization	Strategy	—	Version	2.0,	DRAFT	—	For	Discussion	

	

	

	
	

36	

 
 

5.2. Base	Case	Funding	
59. Determining the base case funding for the EPI will be based on assessment of 
annual priorities and targets to be met, with their associated cost. While the total cost 
for executing NEAPs is far greater than the resourcing needs of the central AEF fund, 
providing a resource guarantee for that fund will go a long way to meeting the 7 other 
outcome objectives of the AEAP, and the 4 objectives of the EPI. Table 5 shows a flat 
funding structure of say US$ 20 million each year, around which NEAP countries can 
request funding. The base level of funding could be reduced, or increased, based on the 
outcome of executing the reforms outlined above. The base case figures are also based 
on donor commitments, and not necessarily expenditures, as many of the projects to be 
financed are multi-annual. 
 

Table	5. ILLUSTRATIVE	BASE	CASE	FUNDING	FOR	THE	EPI	
AEAP 2018 2019 2020 2021 Total 
Objective 1 TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD 
Objective 2 TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD 
Objective 3 TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD 
Objective 4 TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD 
Objective 5 TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD 
Objective 6 TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD 
Objective 7 TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD 
Objective 8 TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD 
Totals 20 Million TBD TBD TBD TBD 

Note: Financing figures will depend on the ongoing NEAP formulation process. 
 
60. The operational costs of the EPI Secretariat are in the US$ 1,000,000 to US$ 
1,500,000 range each year, though if the membership structure of the EPI expands to 
all 38 members, the operational costs of meetings and technical engagement are likely 
to increase. In the short term, the operational costs need to be covered through the 
normal 7–10% project administration fees for projects awarded to the EPI, through the 
AEF or calls for proposals. This implies that the EPI (any new legal entity) will need 
to turn over US$ 10 to 20 million a year, to fund the secretariat structure. 
 
61. Once the EPI Consultative Group meets at the IWT in London October 2018, 
the EPI Secretariat will circulate the proposed Work Plan for NEAPs for the coming 
year, to all donors for support and consideration. Support can conform to any of the 
chosen modalities and can include non-financial support including technical assistance. 
NEAP financing gaps would be aggregated and include EPI secretariat support.
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Section 6. Implementation 
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62. Implementation of this strategy is the partial responsibility of Geopolicity Inc., 
who have been recruited as the Knowledge Partner on the EPI, though the lion’s share 
of actions fall to the secretariat of the EPI, and its constituent members. As a result, this 
strategy is a living document and must be updated to reflect consensus on the most 
effective route to mobilizing resources, to meet Goal 3 of the EPI. 
 
6.1 Strategic Business Enablers 
63. To move towards execution, a number of strategic enablers must be put in place, 
to remove uncertainty, and to introduce new financing modalities that the EPI can 
position itself around. The four strategic business enablers outlined below represent 
what needs to be delivered in order to achieve the strategic goals and our six strategic 
themes direct our approach to achieving. The FOUR Strategic Enablers – that allow 
this plan to be executed - are outlined below. 
 
§ Engage AEF Leadership and Support AEAP Development: The AEF must 

emerge as a key strategic partner for the EPI, assuming that the supply of 
financing increases and the AEF Board is supportive of the EPI and the NEAPs. 
Supporting the AEF is critical, as it working with UNEP to align donors around 
the AEAP/NEAP investment framework. 
 

§ Link EPI to the SDGs and Undertake Critical Research: The EPI and AEAP 
are potential solutions for SDG 15, as well an entry point for wider conservation 
and biodiversity. For this to happen, research needs to be undertaken to explore 
the implications of protecting elephants for wider conservation, local 
development, livelihoods, stabilization, good governance and economic 
generation. Links with the SDGs are critical given the need to access 
development finance, and proving the case that investments in Elephants has far 
wider implications is critical. 

 
§ Develop Prototype Call for Proposals: The aim is to develop calls for proposal 

models for all major potential donors that can be use as models for the EPI and 
member states in implementing the approved NEAPs. This will not only build 
national awareness it will also build the capacity for NEAPs to be funded 
nationally – which is critical to sustainment. 

 
§ Broaden Outreach and Establish Contact Groups: Linked to the CG, unless 

the EPI has wider utility for practitioners and donors, it will fail to get the 
traction that it deserves. Currently, few donors and international organizations 
have heard of the initiative, ironically, despite its considerable success across 
three objectives. Contact groups would usefully be established as follows: 

 
§ EPI Member States; 
§ EPI Experts Group; 
§ Journalist contract group; 
§ Wider public group; 
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6.2 Multi-Annual AEAP Work Plan and Costing 
64. The EPI Secretariat is working with the NEAP states to develop a detailed 
multi-annual work plan for the AEAP, across the 8 Objective Structure, to be presented 
to the EPI states for endorsement. With the planning for the next AEAP soon to start (9 
June 2018), the corrective measures outlined here would be supported through AEAP 
Objective 8, which aims to support effective execution. An indicative costing (budget) 
for the proposed 4 year AEAP will also be developed, to accompany the Work Plan. 
This would be presented at the annual CG. 
 
6.3 Annual AEAP Work Plan and Costing 
65. Each year, ideally commencing in July, the annual budget for the forthcoming 
year, and supported by an annual work plan, would be developed for annual submission 
to the members of the EPI and the proposed Donor Consultative Group. This annual 
proposition, provides the basis for donor pledges and commitments to be made, and 
will similarly provide the basis for reporting on activities, and monitoring of Key 
Performance Indicators (KPIs).  
 
6.4 Fund Management Arrangements 
66. If the AEF is to be supported to assist in solving resource mobilization 
constraints, it should remain the central fund for the AEAP. However, and in addition, 
it would be logical for the EPI to mobilize resources from all channels, to increase 
diversity, and stability.  
 
6.5 Monitoring and Evaluation 
67. Monitoring and Evaluation will focus on setting NEAP country baselines, 
setting key performance indicators, identifying means and sources of verification and 
in reporting back to the EPI and all donors on the outcomes of each annual AEAP. It 
will also identify success indicators for the EPI CG, around which overall performance 
and impact can be measured.  
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Section 7. Work Plan 
 

Section 7

Work Plan

GE    POLICITY
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68. The following work plan outlines the basis for prioritizing actions to implement 
the various strategic goals outlined above. The EPI Secretariat is the work plan holder, 
and is therefore responsible for its updating and development, and its implementation, 
with the support of Geopolicity Inc. deployed as the Knowledge Partner.  
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Table 6. DRAFT RMS WORK PLAN (TO BE UPDATED FOLLOWING COMMENTS FROM THE SECRETARIAT) 
# Activity Months 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
                                                                
Strategic Enablers 
 1 Establish AEAP Donor Consultative Group                                                             
 2 Appoint Knowledge Partner                                                             
 3 Revise Partnership Cooperation Agreement                               
 4 Establish Communications and Outreach Strategy                                                             
Priority 1. Agree Ownership and Governance Structure for the AEAP 
 5 Consult EPI Members on Corrective Measures                                                             
 6 Draft Options Paper on AEAP Administrative Home                                                             
 7 Seek EPI Implementation Board Approval                                                              
 8 Agree Fund Management Arrangements (i.e. GEF)                                                             
Priority 2. Formulate 2018-2022 AEAP and 2017 Plan & Budget 
 9 CITES / UNEP Coordination                                                             
 10 Set Objectives, Goals and Targets                                                             
 11 Cost the Plan and Set Annual Allocations                                                             
 12 Detail Plan Implementation Arrangements                                                             
Priority 3. Broaden the AEAP Donor Support Base 
 13 Agree to continue with or replace AEF                                                             
 14 Understate Donor Mapping                                                             
 15 Establish AEAP Contact Group                                                             
 16 Work through AEAP CG                                                             
Priority 4. Institute a Minimum Donor Entry of US$ 500,000 
 17 Draft Financing Rules, Regulations & Procedures                                                             
 18 Agree Contributions Approach                                                             
Priority 5. Link the AEAP to SDG 15 
 19 Draft Note on Linking NEAP and SDG                                                             
 20 Circulate Across EPI State Structures                                                             
 21 Engage UNDP as Knowledge Partner Lead                                                              
 22 Assist National SDG Reporting / KPIs                                                             
Priority 6. Improved Budget Support Environment 
 23 Modify Budget Reporting to Include NEAPS                                                             
 24 Engage Finance Minister to Agree Funding Strategy                                                             
 25 Target EU-ACP As Primary Donor                                                             
 26 Establish Parliamentary Caucus to Support Budget                                                             
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APPENDIX 1 SAMPLE NATIONAL EU RESOURCE SUPPORT APPROACH 
 

NEAP – Resource Mobilization Plan and Budget (Medium Term) 
Project 
Ma # 

Project Name Target(s) Main Tasks Lead 
Partner 

Source of 
Financing 

Budget (Yr.)* Total Shortfall 
1 2 3 

Objective 1: Insert 
Activity  
#   §  §  

§   
  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

Objective 1: Total 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
Objective 2: Insert  
Activity  
#   §  §  

§   
  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

Objective 2: Total 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
Objective 3: Insert  
Activity  
#   §  §  

§   
  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
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Objective 3: Total 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
 Objective 4: Insert  

Activity  
 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

Objective 4: Total 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
Objective 5: Insert  
Activity  
#   §  §  

§   
  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

Objective 5: Total 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
Objective 6: Insert  
Activity  
#   §  §  

§   
  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

Objective 6: Total 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
Objective 7: Insert  
Activity  
#   §  §    00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
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§   
#   §  §  

§   
  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

Objective 7: Total 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
Objective 8: Insert  
Activity  
#   §  §  

§   
  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

Objective 8: Total 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
 

Total NEAP Budget 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
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APPENDIX 2 ILLUSTRATIVE EU NIP FUNDING APPROACH 
This short annex provides guidance to the various national wildlife authorities, as to 
how to best mobilize EU SDG 15 support for the NEAP. EU funding with the African, 
Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) states is regulated by the EU-ACP Cotonou Agreement. 
The 11th European Development Fund (EDF) (2014-2020) makes available US$30.5 
billion to ACP states, to implement the SDGs; including Goal 15. The following actions 
should be undertaken by national wildlife and conservation authorities to attract 
funding for their NEAP: 
 
1. National Indicative Program (NIP) Context 
Each EPI state has entered into a formal agreement with the European Union through 
what is called a National Indicative Program (NIP). The NIP outlines a 4 or 5 year 
investment program, guaranteeing access to a certain level of financial resources 
focused on normally 2 to 4 major sectors. The sectors are formally agreed with 
Government, based on mutual interests. Traditionally under the Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs), As the SDGs are now central to the next round of global 
Overseas Development Assistance (ODA), with SDG 15 providing an opportunity to 
link the EPI with the new development framework, national wildlife and conservation 
authorities are well advised to open up discussions with relevant national authorities 
and the EU to tap into this significant resource.  
 
2. Discussion with the President / Prime Minister, Minister of Finance and 

NAO: 
The first step in engagement, given that many NIPs are already developed and 
approved, is to open up discussion with Executive authorities, in particular the Head of 
State and the Minister of Finance. The aim of such discussion is: 
 
§ To seek national leadership support for EU funding for the NEAPs; 
§ To identify entry points to guide discussion with the EU; and, 
§ To agree on actionable next steps, to get NEAP funding locked in to the coming 

annual NIP allocation. 
 
Following this discussion, it is necessary to meet with the National Authorizing Officer 
(NAO). The NAO is a senior government official appointed by each ACP state to 
represent it in all the operations financed through the European Development Fund 
(EDF). The NAO works closely with the Head of the EU Delegation; the EU 
Ambassador. In close collaboration with the Head of Delegation, the NAO is 
responsible for: 
 
§ The preparation and submission of programmes and projects, such as NEAP; 
§ The examination and completion of tenders for approval by the Head of 

Delegation; 
§ The coordination, monitoring and assessment of projects and programmes 

funded through the European Development Fund; and, 
§ Ensuring the proper execution of projects, programmes and disbursements of 

EC funding in the country. 
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Once MoF and NAO support to include NEAPs in the NIP has been secured, national 
authorities should make a joint presentation to the Head of the EU Delegation and Head 
of Operations, with a view to supporting the NEAP. The NEAP five year and annual 
plan would provide the basis for the proposed work plans, with priorities and targets to 
agreed with the NAO/EU Delegation. Once the NEAP is included in the NIP (either as 
a full component or a sub-component), linked to SDG 15, regular support will be 
provided. Performance and execution then become central to success. Figure 2 below 
provides an overview of the process. 
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Figure 1. NEAP EU RESOURCE MOBILIZATION EXAMPLE 
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http://www.elephantprotectioninitiative.org


