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ABSTRACT. We are in a period of unprecedented growth in conservation philanthropy. How will this influx of private funding affect
conservation agendas? Inspired by a collaborative research co-design process, this paper addresses questions about how foundations
influence conservation agendas in the places they work. We draw from a case study of the world’s largest philanthropic funder of marine
conservation, the David and Lucile Packard Foundation and their 20 years of investment in marine conservation in Palau and Fiji.
Conservation practitioners in both countries universally agreed that the Packard Foundation had a significant and positive influence
on the agenda, which they attribute to both how the foundation worked and what they chose to fund. Specifically, our study reveals
how the Packard Foundation shaped conservation agendas in Palau and Fiji in partnership with its grantees through a grant-making
process characterized by relationship building, collaborative decision making, convening and promoting of collective action, flexibility,
and long-term funding. Packard’s approach was often identified as unique, and contrasted with numerous other donors, including
foundations and other types of donors, who use a more top-down approach. By describing a relative success story in how philanthropic
foundations can work with conservation practitioners to co-design a shared conservation agenda, our work provides timely guidance
for donors and practitioners.
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INTRODUCTION
Philanthropic foundations are playing a growing role in funding
environmental efforts (Bloomberg Philanthropies 2021, Betsill et
al. 2021, Li et al. 2021). In light of the influx of new donors and
their growing share of funding commitments for conservation,
climate, and other environmental issues, it is urgent that we
understand how philanthropic foundations may be shaping
conservation agendas. Such commitments include, for example,
the record $5 billion Protecting Our Planet Challenge that is
funding efforts to protect 30% of the planet by 2030, and the $10
billion Bezos Earth Fund for climate change and nature
protection. Yet empirical research on the influence of private
philanthropy on conservation agendas is problematically thin.  

We advance scholarly and practical conversations on private
donor influence in conservation agenda setting by using the results
of a case study examining the David and Lucile Packard
Foundation’s (hereafter Packard) support over two decades for
marine conservation in Palau and Fiji. Our research focuses on
understanding both the extent to which Packard influenced the
conservation agendas in Fiji and Palau and the processes through
which that influence played out. We answer three specific
questions: (1) Did Packard have a significant influence on the
conservation agenda in each country? (2) How did Packard’s
grant-making approach affect the type and level of their influence
on the conservation agendas? and (3) How did Packard-supported
conservation (including individuals, organizations, projects, and
ideas) influence priorities and agendas in Fiji and Palau, in some
cases even after funding has ended? We begin by providing
background on Packard’s investments in Palau and Fiji during

our study period and outlining our research methods. Next, we
present our empirical results. We conclude by discussing
implications for research and practice.  

We use the phrase conservation agenda to broadly refer to the
overall trajectory of marine conservation and its importance in
relation to other issues. It also refers to the specific priorities that
comprise that agenda, from the national level to the agendas of
individual organizations in Fiji and Palau (Brulle 2000, Jenkins
et al. 2017, Cunningham and Dreiling 2021). Conservation
priorities refer to the objectives that are given importance and
value, as well as what is being done in practice through research,
action, and policy initiatives (Carwardine et al. 2008, Wilson et
al. 2009, Pullin et al. 2013). Throughout this article, when we use
the phrase conservation network we are referring to the
individuals and organizations (including those in the government,
non-governmental, and private sectors) based in-country in both
Fiji and Palau and working on conservation in varying capacities.

We make two contributions with this work. First, we add to the
small but growing body of empirical evidence that philanthropic
foundations can have significant influence on conservation
agendas (Brulle and Jenkins 2005, Barker 2008, Brulle 2014,
Cunningham and Dreiling 2021). Our findings suggest that the
growth in environmental philanthropy globally has the potential
to translate into significant influence (positive and negative) on
conservation agendas, and that diverse actors within the
conservation field should be more engaged in observing and
defining how this influence plays out in practice to ensure justice
and equity, as well as accountability, in delivering on actions that
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translate into meaningful outcomes for conservation and well-
being. Second, we document a successful model of donor
engagement in conservation agenda setting, as measured by
largely positive perceptions among conservation practitioners
about the level and type of donor influence and the processes
through which that influence was exercised, the former largely
being a result of the latter. Our case study reveals how Packard
shaped conservation agendas in Palau and Fiji in partnership with
its grantees through a grant-making process characterized by
long-term relationships, collaborative decision making,
convening and promoting of collective action with locally-based
conservation networks, long-term investment, and flexibility. This
approach and its resulting influence on the conservation agendas
in Fiji and Palau were perceived as successful by conservation
practitioners in the two countries, and also as increasingly rare in
the broader field of ocean philanthropy. Because grantees are a
primary conduit for channeling community viewpoints into
foundation priority-setting and decision-making processes
(Betsill et al. unpublished manuscript), meaningful collaboration
with grantees in agenda setting may increase the potential for
philanthropic-supported marine conservation that is more
socially equitable and just by serving the priorities, interests, and
needs of local stakeholders and communities (Bennett et al. 2020,
2021, Dawson et al. 2021).

BACKGROUND: PHILANTHROPIC AGENDA SETTING
AND PACKARD’S INVESTMENTS IN FIJI AND PALAU
Historically, philanthropic foundations have made significant
contributions to environmental efforts (Barker 2008). In recent
years, those contributions have increased substantially
(California Environmental Associates 2019, Li et al. 2021), yet
there has been little research on how philanthropic foundation
support affects conservation priorities (Betsill et al. 2021). To date,
the area of research receiving the most attention concerns the
ways foundations shape environmental movements (Brulle 2000,
Faber and McCarthy 2005, Bartley 2007, Jenkins et al. 2017,
Brulle et al. 2021) and embedded within that research are
discussions about how foundations affect conservation agendas
(Barker 2008, Tedesco 2015, Morena 2020).  

Some have argued that philanthropic foundations have the
potential to significantly influence environmental agendas, and
in so doing may preserve their privileged position in society
(McCarthy 2004, Barker 2008, Mallin et al. 2019, Cunningham
and Dreiling 2021). Others have argued that foundation influence
on these agendas is complex and warrants further research (Delfin
and Tang 2007, 2008). Although a handful of empirical studies
have provided a macro-level analysis of the level and type of
foundation influence on environmental agendas (Brulle and
Jenkins 2005, Faber and McCarthy 2005, Brulle et al. 2021,
Cunningham and Dreiling 2021), few studies examine the process
through which this occurs. One notable exception is Delfin and
Tang’s work (2008) on how the donor’s approach and role of
grantees in the process can be important mitigating factors for
foundation influence, a finding confirmed by our research.  

The need for more detailed, empirical research on the processes
by which foundations influence marine conservation agendas has
been identified by practitioners, scholars, and donors who see a
need to better understand, and in some cases reform, current
practices in the context of a significant uptick in philanthropic

support for marine conservation (Gruby et al. 2021). From 2010
to 2019, foundation grants for ocean-related issues nearly doubled
and were roughly equal to those from official development
assistance in 2016 (California Environmental Associates 2019).
Between 2010 and 2020, Packard was the largest philanthropic
funder of ocean-related environmental work globally (California
Environmental Associates 2019). Over a more than twenty-year
period, between 1998 and 2020, Packard was a primary private
funder of marine conservation in the two countries of focus for
this paper (Palau and Fiji).  

Packard’s Western Pacific Program began work in Palau and Fiji
in 1998, with their last grants ending by 2020. Between 1998 and
2017, Packard invested US$11,952,000 through 71 grants to 22
organizations for work in Fiji. In roughly the same period,
Packard invested US$8,168,000 through 52 grants to 13
organizations for work in Palau. A majority of Packard’s grants
went to non-local organizations. In Palau 19 grants went to local
organizations, whereas 34 went to non-local organizations. In Fiji,
27 grants went to local organizations and 44 to non-local
organizations. Packard grouped their grants into four categories:
site-based conservation and fisheries management; capacity
building; public education and media; and policy reform, analysis,
and applied science. In both countries the largest investments were
made in site-based conservation and fisheries management (58%
in Fiji and 63% in Palau [Packard Foundation 2017, 2018]).
Packard’s investments in both site-based conservation (e.g.,
through marine-protected areas and locally-managed marine
areas) and fisheries management reflect a recognition that
“conservation” is indistinguishable from “sustainable use” in
most Pacific Island worldviews, including Fiji and Palau (Govan
and Jupiter 2013). In our paper, we thus use the phrase marine
conservation to encompass objectives and tools associated with
both biodiversity conservation and sustainable use, including
area-based approaches and broader fisheries management.  

In the early 2000s, Packard was the largest source of private
foundation funding for marine conservation in Palau; there were
few other major donors working in marine conservation there.
The number and diversity of other marine conservation donors
grew in Palau beginning around 2012 (including, e.g., the Marisla
Foundation, Anne Ray Charitable Trust, South Pacific
Commission, NOAA, JICA, Margaret A. Cargill Foundation,
Global Environment Fund [GEF], Pew Charitable Trusts,
Nippon Foundation, among others [Packard Foundation 2018]).

There was a greater diversity of donors already working in Fiji
when Packard entered into the scene. Packard pursued donor
coordination there, particularly with the John. D. and Catherine
T. MacArthur Foundation but also occasionally with the Marisla
Foundation and Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation.
Coordination applied to both strategy and funding (e.g., the
locally-managed marine area movement). Although we recognize
the importance of coordination for philanthropic agenda setting
in Fiji, our focus remains on Packard.

METHODS
In order to understand how Packard affected the agenda in Fiji
and Palau, we collected data via the following: semi-structured
interviews with conservation practitioners and key Packard
personnel, analysis of the entire portfolio of Packard-funded

https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol28/iss3/art2/


Ecology and Society 28(3): 2
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol28/iss3/art2/

projects, and knowledge co-production workshops. This paper is
connected to a broader research project on philanthropic
foundations in marine conservation called the Ocean
Philanthropy Research Initiative (2018–2023). The project was
informed by a participatory research design process we conducted
in 2018 with 81 practitioners in Fiji and Palau and 25 staff  from
six foundations working in marine conservation (Gruby et al.
2021). This paper addresses questions raised in the co-design
process about how foundations influence marine conservation
agendas. We selected Fiji and Palau because of the significance
of Packard’s support for marine conservation there, several of the
authors’ previous experience in those countries, and because of
Packard’s interest in understanding the impact of their exit there.

For our study we focus on three key questions. First, did Packard
have a significant influence on marine conservation agendas in
Fiji and Palau? Second, how did Packard’s grant-making
approach affect the type and level of their influence? Third, how
did the Packard-supported conservation agenda (including
individuals, organizations, projects, and ideas) influence other
conservation priorities and agendas in Fiji and Palau, in some
cases even after the funding ended? Our answers to these questions
prioritize the perspectives and perceptions of conservation
practitioners working in Fiji and Palau, many of whom were
grantees of Packard.  

Our study draws primarily on two sets of data collected as part
of the larger project. The first dataset consisted of 82 semi-
structured interviews with marine conservation practitioners who
worked in Fiji and Palau, as well as Packard employees who served
as the primary points of contact for the two countries. Research
respondents who worked in Fiji and Palau included Packard
grantees (52), as well as other marine conservation practitioners
(26) who were familiar with Packard’s work in those countries.
Respondents were primarily Fijian and Palauan nationals (60),
but also included foreign nationals who lived and worked in
country (16), and off  island (2). They worked for local non-
government organizations (NGOs), the private sector, large
international NGOs with local field offices, government agencies,
and research institutions (see Table 1). Thus, our results reflect
perspectives of a professional conservation community that is
primarily “local” in terms of their national origin and/or
geographic location in-country. Given our focus on conservation
professionals, results do not necessarily represent the views of
broader stakeholder groups affected by foundation-supported
initiatives. Our results must be read with this in mind, as
interviewees’ largely positive reflections on the success of
Packard’s agenda-setting role and processes are instructive but
not necessarily representative. Interviews lasted from one to two
hours and were conducted between March and September 2019.
Interviews were recorded, transcribed, and entered into NVivo
qualitative data analysis software. We used both open and axial
coding processes (Saldaña 2021) to analyze responses to interview
questions. The interview guide included such questions as: To
what extent has Packard affected the focus of conservation here
in Fiji/Palau? How and to what extent has Packard affected the
selection of conservation priorities within your organization?
What was it about the way Packard worked here that enabled them
to influence the focus of conservation here?

Table 1. Number of respondents from each stakeholder category.
NGO, non-government organization.
 
Category Number of respondents

Local NGO 25
Large international NGO 21
Government agency 15
Research institution 7
Private consultant 4
Packard staff 4
Other 4

Our second dataset consisted of information on 34 Packard-
funded initiatives in Fiji and Palau. We collected data through
internal Packard documents and structured interviews conducted
between May 2019 and February 2022 with 51 individuals who
had worked on or had proximate familiarity with the initiatives.
Although these data were collected primarily for a separate study
on what happened to Packard-funded initiatives after the exit,
participants gave open-ended explanations about Packard’s
influence on conservation agendas and priorities along with their
responses to the survey questions. We used these data to validate
and add nuance and depth to responses from the first dataset.
Conservation practitioners are identified herein by a number and
the country they worked in, or respondents are identified by a
number and as being a donor. All interviewees from both datasets
agreed to be listed in a separate appendix for this work, which can
be found in Appendix 1.  

Finally, we invited all respondents to attend one of two virtual
knowledge co-production workshops held in June 2021. During
these workshops, we shared preliminary results and asked
participants to help refine our interpretation of the findings. The
feedback and suggestions we received during these workshops
validated and identified additional complexities within the
findings. Workshop participants all indicated via a poll that they
were “strongly” or “mostly” in agreement with the findings shared
during the workshop.  

We acknowledge that our own and interviewees’ multifaceted
relationships with Packard as both funder and research subject
have the potential to affect our results and introduce real and/or
perceived bias into the project. We are managing this with the
support of an independent research advisory committee we have
tasked with upholding the accountability of the project in
pursuing rigorous research in a culturally appropriate way, with
a multifaceted and balanced perspective on foundations. We have
also offered confidentiality to interviewees and have continuously
critically interrogated our own findings. Our confidence in our
findings is further bolstered by three additional factors. First,
interviews took place after Packard had announced their exit (and
completed it for many initiatives and grantees in Palau);
practitioners had little to gain or lose with respect to their
relationship with Packard by sharing their candid viewpoints.
Second, interviewees openly shared critiques of other donors,
including some current donors, whom they contrasted with
Packard. Below we share examples of this with quotes from
diverse interviewees. Third, interviewees’ descriptions and
perceptions of Packard were highly specific and consistent across
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 Table 2. Summary of key findings.
 
Research question Key findings

1. Did Packard have a significant influence on the
conservation agenda in each country?
 

Practitioners universally agreed that Packard significantly influenced the marine conservation agendas
over a long period, even after they exited.

2. How did Packard’s grant-making approach affect
the type and level of their influence on the
conservation agendas?

Practitioners emphasized that Packard’s grant-making practices enabled them to successfully negotiate
and pursue a shared conservation agenda that was perceived as well matched to local contexts and
priorities. They highlighted the importance of Packard’s commitment across five broad areas:

Long-term relationships: Packard staff  invested in relationships with practitioners over time.
Authenticity, communication, listening, and trust characterized these relationships.

Collaborative decision making: grantees often (but not always) played a meaningful role in shaping
funding decisions.

Convening and promotion of collective action: helped develop shared priorities and collaborative efforts
on some conservation activities.

Long-term investment: enabled practitioners to design projects on realistic conservation timelines;
experiment with more innovative ideas; and gave initiatives the time they needed to evolve and/or adapt
when necessary.

Flexibility: created opportunities for practitioners to prioritize local conservation needs, align work
with a changing local context, and be more innovative.
 

3. How did Packard-funded conservation influence
priorities and agendas in Fiji and Palau, in some
cases, even after funding has ended?

Practitioners underscored how Packard’s investments influenced other conservation priorities at
various organizational and temporal scales. We provide examples in two areas:

Knowledge generation: Packard-supported research shaped conservation priorities by informing
decision making or providing a basis for future conservation plans.

Capacity building: Capacity building empowered local practitioners to pursue their own conservation
priorities by, for example, securing other funding and/or obtaining positions of decision making/power.

different groups and countries, which we highlight in the paper
with quotes from a wide range of respondents.

RESULTS
We first demonstrate that participants universally agreed that
Packard had a significant influence on the conservation agenda
in each country, and draw from our interviews to characterize that
influence. Next, we discuss how this influence stemmed from
Packard’s grant-making approach. Finally, we discuss how
Packard-supported initiatives, in turn, also influenced the
conservation agenda. Table 2 summarizes our key findings.

Packard’s influence on the conservation agenda
In response to our first question (whether Packard had a
significant influence on the conservation agenda in each country),
interviewees universally perceived that Packard had a significant
influence on the marine conservation agendas in both Fiji and
Palau that extended over a long period and continued even after
their exit. They perceived this influence in the following ways:
shifts in the conservation agenda over time, affecting the overall
profile of marine conservation over other issues (see also: Lees
and Siwatibau 2009); the emphasis on particular priorities (for
example, area-based conservation via locally-managed marine
areas, conservation areas, marine-protected areas, and/or
ecosystem-based management [terminology and approach varied
across Fiji and Palau]); increasing public awareness of specific
conservation issues (e.g., sea turtle conservation); and building
capacity among the network of locally-based conservation actors.

This influence may even have extended beyond Fiji and Palau
through Packard’s investments in the regional Locally-Managed
Marine Area (LMMA) Network, which played a major role in
sharing many concepts and the capacity for empowering
communities. However, in light of Packard’s exits from Fiji and
Palau in 2020, the long-term durability of these priorities and
activities will depend in part on whether and how governments
and NGOs take up and continue conservation agendas supported
initially by private philanthropy (Le Cornu et al. 2023).  

Overall, respondents spoke quite positively about Packard’s
influence on the marine conservation agendas in both Fiji and
Palau. One participant even referred to Packard as, “...the gold
standard for foundations” (Palau 134). Positive statements reflect
both the way respondents felt about Packard’s overall effect on
Fiji and Palau as well as how Packard worked, which we describe
in detail in the following sections. These positive perspectives were
often shared in contrast to other donors, both government aid
and other philanthropic foundations.  

The way in which Packard interacted with practitioners was often
identified as unique, and contrasted with numerous other donors,
including foundations and other types of donors. The quotations
below are illustrative of how respondents in both Fiji and Palau
emphatically differentiated Packard’s more “bottom up”
approach to agenda setting from other donors who wield their
material resources and power to affect conservation agendas in a
more “top down” manner:  
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That’s to me [Foundation X] in a nutshell. They’re really
not concerned or engaged locally. And so they have these
broader goals...and they have a lot of money and they’re
unconcerned about running over anyone in the process, ...
But it does seem that Packard has been exceptionally
thoughtful about how it’s gone about grant making and
its engagement with its grantees. (Fiji Palau 116) 

  

Packard doesn’t have the stigma that a few others have.
Some have been absolutely outrageous in their approach
to marine conservation. Particularly, I’ll be specific in the
sense and say that some of these philanthropies have
actually dictated to communities what they should do
without proper consultative processes without listening
to the actual needs on the ground. (Fiji 13) 

  

I would look at Packard as kind of an example of how
to work...There are others with their own agenda. I don’t
mind naming names, because I have a problem with them,
there’s [Foundation Y]. They have their own agenda.
And they have enough resources to do campaigns so it
just overwhelms countries. (Palau 95) 

  

Packard staff  also recognized their approach as distinct from
other donors:  

There are a lot of foundations that go into these, and
donors in general, who go into these places, with, with a
plan in their back pocket, in one back pocket, and money
in the other back pocket, and they say this is what we’re
going to do. And that’s it....A lot of those countries had
experienced donors who came in very heavy handedly.
And when somebody came in with a different approach,
it helped. (Donor 15) 

  

Most practitioners emphasized the importance of their own
agency throughout the process and felt the approach used by
Packard empowered them to pursue locally-defined priorities. A
Packard staff  member described their influence similarly:  

Well, without a doubt... we set the agenda, showing up
with money for 20 years sets the agenda. But it was driven
... we reacted to growing awareness of the importance of
biodiversity and marine issues in these areas... we
followed local leaders who were paying attention to this
and they were in their own way, setting agendas. (Donor
57) 

  

Several interviewees felt there were some exceptions to this, and
these were noted most often in relation to major shifts in Packard’s
strategy or program staff, or the impacts of engaging funding
intermediaries who sub-grant or redistribute funds. In Palau, a
few interviewees expressed concern that foundation funding
(amid other political, social, and economic processes) may have
played a role in the shift away from local and Indigenous models
of conservation, which historically relied on strong customary
marine tenure institutions (Carlisle and Gruby 2019). Specifically,

there were concerns that conservation practices had become
monetized, and that external funding, including that from
Packard, may have contributed to a general westernization of the
local marine conservation agenda:  

...[W]e also should be protecting the great diversity of
systems for managing natural resources...you gotta [sic]
be careful about how we do conservation because now an
unintended consequence of how we’re doing [it] is we’ve
now made it really expensive. You know, now there’s an
expectation of money for doing conservation, when it
used to be just sort of a traditional conservation ethic
that we all do as part of our service to our community. 
(Palau 131) 

  

Though not specific to Packard or marine conservation, a 2009
study raised similar concerns broadly in Fiji, finding that 60% of
the total conservation budget in Fiji was managed by international
NGOs (Lees and Siwatibau 2009:22). The implication, they argue,
was that “[in] both subtle and obvious ways this shifts the
ownership of current conservation initiatives away from Fiji, from
local people, and from local institutions that have the long-term
responsibility for both the problem and solutions” (Lees and
Siwatibau 2009:22). Packard’s significant focus and investment in
efforts to strengthen customary and Indigenous management of
traditional fishing grounds through the Fiji Locally Managed
Marine Area network may be an exception to this broader trend
in Fiji, and could be one reason this concern did not arise with
respect to Packard specifically in our interviews (Blackwatters et
al. 2022).  

Finally, we note that practitioners’ perspectives about Packard
varied depending on the individual Packard staff  with whom they
interacted, their organization’s capacity, and their own
background. The capacity and experience of practitioners and
their organizations affected their interactions with Packard in
their ability to navigate the power dynamics between donor and
practitioners. Both donors and grantees reported that some
grantees were better equipped to navigate interactions with
donors to their advantage, and others simply found certain
Packard staff  easier to work with.

How Packard’s grant-making approach enabled collaborative
agenda setting
This section answers our second research question: how did
Packard’s grant-making approach affect the type and level of their
influence on the conservation agendas? Respondents
emphatically highlighted the importance of Packard’s
commitment across five broad areas: long-term relationships,
collaborative decision making, the convening and promotion of
collective action among the conservation network, long-term
investments, and the flexibility of funding. Practitioners linked
these grant-making practices to their ability to successfully
negotiate and pursue a shared conservation agenda that was
(mostly) well matched to local contexts and priorities. We discuss
these in turn, below.

Long-term relationships
Packard staff  based both in the Pacific region (Philippines and
Papua New Guinea) and in the United States built trust over time
by traveling once or twice a year to Fiji and Palau to get to know
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practitioners, making themselves accessible and listening to
practitioner interests in order to understand local priorities. These
relationships between practitioners and Packard staff  enabled
candid communication about conservation priorities and how
best to achieve them, and, importantly, enabled practitioners to
disagree openly with Packard staff  without fear of losing a funder:

Packard’s approach from my experience has been they...
set out to build long term relationships on the ground,
which I really appreciate. (Palau 76) 

  

[What’s] different about them they’re a real listener. And
I liked you can argue back without consequences. (Fiji 112) 

  

The foundations that I have the most respect for are the
ones that spend time listening to people from the place
and their perspectives and what they think are the needs
on the ground and the way forward. Packard certainly
did a lot of this over the years through various different
program officers, they’ve always done this. (Fiji 121) 

  

Practitioners and Packard staff  alike described how these
relationships enabled them to shape initiatives together by acting
as thought partners, listening to one another’s perspectives, and
engaging in mutual learning processes over time. As these
practitioners recounted:  

I would dedicate...a lot of the work in marine
management in Fiji to Packard...we have a very, very close
relationship with the project program officers, they were
with us at every step of the way learning with us, and
also...they open and challenge us with what’s next. (Fiji 06) 

  

Takes a long time to think about it, think about it, think
about it, discuss it, discuss it, discuss it before you decide.
No rash decision. That’s the partnership we made with
Packard. (Palau 95) 

  

Similarly, Packard staff  emphasized the importance of these long-
term relationships:  

For me, it’s essential. I couldn’t possibly do this work
without having a connection to the place...That’s why we
have a regional full-time advisor - somebody who could
represent and be out there talking and understanding and
making decisions with grantees in mind. Time, face time,
seeing, engaging, building relationships. (Donor 057) 

  

Many practitioners noted that the personal qualities of Packard
staff  were an important part of being able to have this type of
relationship. They emphasized how important it is for donors to
hire staff  who have a high level of cultural competence and are
“a good fit” for the area they are working in. Respondents often
described program officers as “friends,” “mentors,” and even
“family” who genuinely cared about their work and their local
relationships, as in this example:  

I think it’s also people .... the people who were actually

there, really cool people whom we interacted with oh man
one of the best people I’ve ever met great mentors, people
that you know, I can ask quality time, email anytime and
ask question [ . . .] they’re amazing people so to have a
donor who’s more than a donor who becomes a friend, a
family member we consider really, really important.
Someone who is not just you know, gonna give you money,
but he’s willing to hear your stories. To laugh with you
and have a glass of beer and talk stories because they
care. (Palau 136) 

  

It was also noted, however, that as a result of this dependence on
rapport, relationships with Packard could fluctuate with changes
in staff, especially program officers.

Collaborative decision making
Packard was described as being more collaborative compared to
many other donors, including other foundations (with a few
exceptions) and other types of donors (e.g., multilateral and
bilateral funding agencies and foreign governments). As one
former grantee put it: “Packard was not pushing for their agenda.
It wasn’t like when you work with the U.S. Federal government,
government grantors - they have agendas that they want to push
and make happen in [a] short time” (Palau 61).  

Practitioners explained that their relationships with Packard staff
allowed for ongoing dialogue that informed Packard’s funding
decisions. Despite Packard ultimately holding the power to make
final funding decisions, practitioners and Packard staff  felt that
grantees played a meaningful role in shaping those decisions:  

They really helped us understand that...just because [the
Foundation] had the money doesn’t mean [they] tell us
what to do. And that meant a lot to us. It gave us a lot
of...inspiration that you know, this idea, that the solution
has to come from within was really important because it
became...the driving force, it became the foundation that
lasted beyond that. (Palau 136) 

  

We ultimately set an agenda, but it was because we
brought resources and then we had these partners that we
trusted....there were a set of partners that dictated what
we did. They understood our game, if you will, the process
and they knew the place and we couldn’t work without
them, and they you know, masterfully worked with us on
setting our priorities. (Donor 57) 

  

Respondents perceived that Packard’s overall grant-making
strategy for the Western Pacific Program and most of the
initiatives they funded to implement that strategy were informed
by the interests of practitioners working in Fiji and Palau. As
these grantees explained:  

I’m quite surprised that a funder is interested in
developing that kind of a strategic plan to understand
what our plans are. And to me that’s very comforting,
because they’re not saying you should do this, because
we think this is what needs to be done. They’re kind of
looking to us and trying to figure out like how can we
support the work that you have been doing through the
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funding and making sure that our money is going to the
work that you feel is important in the region? (Palau 138) 

  

I think Packard’s been really good . . . . As they were
developing their western Pacific strategy, they [had] a
lot of . . . brainstorming meetings with grantees as well
as the government so it didn’t feel like it was a strategy
that came out of [Foundation Staff] sitting in a closed
office or in America or somewhere [else] in the Pacific
doing this. Everyone had buy-in into the strategy because
they were part of the development of it. (Fiji 121) 

  

Although Packard’s grant-making approach was predominantly
described as “collaborative,” there was variation in whose ideas
ultimately informed funding decisions, and how. In some cases,
Packard-funded initiatives were conceptualized entirely by
practitioners working regionally. Packard would learn about
potential interventions to fund through conversations with
practitioners, and then use this information in decisions to
support a particular initiative or organization. Respondents also
described a number of funding decisions informed by the
negotiated interests of practitioners and Packard staff. In those
cases, sometimes Packard staff  contributed input to the
development of an initiative proposed by practitioners. Or
conversely, an idea that Packard proposed would be further
developed by practitioners. One practitioner summarized those
efforts: “it was a real collaborative process” (Fiji Palau 116). A
practitioner from Palau shared a similar experience:  

[The Foundation was] introducing this new program that
they had just established, they were interested in...and
then they asked us...do we think that could add value?
And the answer was a resounding yes. The concept for
the project came from Palauans...And Packard was so
committed to ensuring that that was the approach... they
would have somebody come in and help facilitate us
through that discussion...so it was collaborative. (Palau 170) 

  

It should be noted that practitioners also mentioned a few
examples where decisions were not made in a collaborative
fashion, and these decisions tended to be viewed less positively.
For example, Packard made a significant shift in their 2014–2020
Western Pacific Subprogram strategy, adding fisheries
management to their longstanding focus on area-based
conservation, alongside a shift in program officer. As described
in the strategic plan (2013): “[I]n order to ensure sustainable
management of nearshore marine resources in the Western
Pacific, society (communities and governments) must effectively
protect key coastal sites and establish and enforce nearshore
fisheries management systems.” As a result, several practitioners
described narrowing their project’s geographic focus or shifting
gears, despite having misgivings about the new approach and its
fit with local conservation needs. As one interviewee put it: “[W]
e’ve just had to drop most of the things that we were doing” (Fiji
030). For those who were not interested in shifting their focus to
fisheries management, Packard provided transition grants (up to
US$100,000 for one year) to ease the impact of losing a donor (at
least in Palau).

Convening and promotion of collective action
Packard encouraged the development of shared priorities and
collaboration toward conservation goals among the local
conservation networks in Fiji and Palau (Blackwatters et al. 2022).
This was a primary purpose of Fiji’s Locally-Managed Marine
Area (FLMMA) network, which encouraged “collaboration
among government ministries and departments, non-
governmental organizations, private or business sector,
communities and individuals to better manage the ‘i qoliqolis’ of
Fiji” (Govan and Meo 2011:6). In Palau, the Ecosystem Based
Management (EBM) project funded grantees to explicitly work
together on shared goals. Packard also encouraged practitioners
working in various sectors to meet and develop shared
conservation goals outside of funded grants.  

The act of convening often led to insight on what direction to
take initiatives or novel approaches to conservation challenges.
Priorities were influenced when different practitioners met to
share perspectives and discuss conservation needs. Packard
encouraged and facilitated meetings among grantees and other
practitioners (locally, regionally, and internationally), which often
resulted in an exchange of ideas and sometimes collaborative
conservation work. Occasionally, practitioners described this
collaboration as having been “forced,” resulting in friction among
stakeholders or even competition for Packard funding for a
particular issue. However, the majority of those who talked about
the opportunities for convening and collaboration talked about
these activities in positive terms.

Long-term investment
Interviewees reported that long-term investment in Fiji and Palau
over 20 years enabled practitioners to identify, commit to, and
pursue priorities and initiatives that require significant time and
resources to implement. Although grant periods were similar to
those of many other foundations (about an average of two years,
although it varied from three months to four years), Packard
maintained a norm of supporting many of its grantees
consistently with back-to-back grants over time. This long-term
commitment enabled practitioners to design projects that aligned
with realistic conservation timelines. It also enabled
experimentation with ideas that may have been more risky or
innovative and gave those initiatives the time they needed to take
shape, or to reflect and adapt if  an approach did not work as
anticipated. As practitioners explained, although this long-term
engagement is not the norm in ocean philanthropy, it was a highly-
valued part of Packard’s grant-making approach that enabled
practitioners to conceptualize and commit to a different type of
agenda than they could pursue with short-term funding:  

...[W]hen you’ve got the long-term support that we have
had from like MacArthur and Packard...then I think it’s
been quite positive, because it’s enabled long term
planning. The largest problem I’ve seen in just general
philanthropic organizations is they’re usually donor-
driven and short term. (Fiji 43) 

  

But the other thing with Packard [is] because their
funding is consistent. It doesn’t just end within
timeframes. We’re not limited to deliver on those like
two-year three-year time frames like other foundations
because we know Packard is going to consistently be
supporting the process. (Fiji 37) 
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This long-term commitment also allowed practitioners to focus
on project implementation, instead of time-consuming searches
for funding, and empowered them to carry projects past an initial
start-up phase. One practitioner described the advantage of these
timelines as “security of guaranteed funding...compared to some
funds that are committed annually or just three years and they’re
done” (Fiji 128). A Palauan practitioner who had worked with
several local NGOs observed:  

Packard [has]...made a very long investment that has
shaped a lot of what we do, and encouraged a lot of the
things that are done today...They didn’t just give them a
one-time grant. They backed them for a long period of
time to get them to a point where they can...really go over
the planning phase, the startup phase to the sustaining
phase. (Palau 136) 

  

Finally, long-term investments also contributed to the growth and
increased capacity of locally-based conservation actors and
NGOs who went on to have a major influence on the marine
conservation agendas in both Fiji and Palau:  

If there was one factor that...I would say mattered most
was consistent funding. In other words, people to be in a
job for more than a year with some knowledge that they
were going to have a job a year from now or a year after
that. Because it gets people to start doing the types of
professional development that they need to do. And by
professional development, I don’t mean, you know, some,
you know, some retreat or something like that. It’s
investing in, they, not only do they themselves invest in
their job, but their managers, the people around them,
invest in them to do their job over a longer period. (Donor
15) 

  

Packard staff  explained that long-term support and consistency
in grant recipients and partners were intentional: “[W]e trust our
partners and we follow them. And then you want to do that over
time...you don’t want to constantly shift between partners because
you need to give time, things time to play out” (Donor 57). They
felt that this generally met with positive results, but also
acknowledged that it could sometimes be a liability if  grantees
perceived Packard as an “ATM.” Several practitioner respondents
also raised this challenge of striking a good balance between long-
term commitment and encouraging sufficient critical self-
appraisal among NGOs.

Flexibility
Practitioners described Packard as offering grantees flexibility in
the design and direction of initiatives, enabling them to adapt to
changing circumstances over time or in response to sudden
unexpected disturbances, such as natural disasters. This flexibility
was grounded in trusting relationships between Packard staff  and
practitioners and deep contextual understanding among program
officers about the many reasons a project may not go as planned.
Interviewees explained that this flexibility created opportunities
for practitioners to prioritize local conservation needs, align their
work with changing local context, and be more innovative:  

In big donor agencies, or multilateral[s]...you have this
really strict sort of work planning project design...but

with Packard, they were a little bit more liberal. I think
you went in understanding that there are some risks...but
you could really use that time to look, think about your
projects and what you were doing rather than managing
and ticking the right boxes. It’s like, okay, we [Packard]
believe in you [the grantee], what you’re trying to do.
How you get it done is probably you have a better feel on
how that might go...that’s what innovation is right? takes
away the box and then people can do what is feasible at
the moment and what’s suitable, given the conditions of
the sites and the communities and what’s acceptable. 
(Palau 80) 

  

[Packard] gave so much flexibility they had so much
understanding that at the community level, a lot of things
can go wrong, and that was okay with them. But we
learned from that, we adjust our plans and we move
forward. And that to us, in the beginning, we were scared
that we’re gonna fail, we’re gonna set ourselves to fail and
you know, but to have that kind of a friend who was able
to say, it’s Okay it’s okay, we make mistakes we, stand
up, we move forward but we have to learn from those. And
that meant a lot for us. (Palau 136) 

  

This flexibility was sometimes attributed to philanthropy as a
category of donors more broadly and described by interviewees
in contrast to other types of donors, such as the World Bank, or
funding from the United Nations or the European Union:  

There’s a lot more restriction around the types of things
that [the World Bank] can be seen to be funding as well.
Where...some of the philanthropies have a little bit more
flexibility. (Fiji 31) 

  

Practitioners also talked about how the flexible funding enabled
them to achieve other priorities than those that were explicitly
outlined in a grant application.

The ongoing influence of the Packard-supported conservation
agenda
Interviewees explained how, through its funded initiatives,
Packard shaped other conservation priorities and agendas,
sometimes long after grant periods ended. In the context of
Packard’s impending exit from Fiji, one individual from Fiji who
worked at a large international NGO noted: “I think the Packard
Foundation has actually helped set up the priorities for the next
20 years” (Fiji 05). Below we consider how Packard’s agenda (and
associated investments) for knowledge generation and capacity
building influenced and continue to influence conservation
priorities at various organizational and temporal scales in Fiji and
Palau.

Knowledge generation
Initially in Fiji, Packard invested strongly in structured
community knowledge generation (through implementation of
the Learning Framework) and sharing through the regional
LMMA Network and national networks. But in the second
decade Packard made substantial investments in scientific
research through their Western Pacific Program as well as their
separate Conservation Science Program. They reported funding
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more research in Palau than in any other country in the Western
Pacific Program. In both Fiji and Palau, Packard funding
addressed a wide variety of topics, such as policy analysis, seagrass
beds, coral bleaching, EBM, conservation area monitoring, fish
spawning aggregations, and climate change indicators (Packard
Foundation 2017, 2018). Practitioners described how priorities at
the organizational, governmental, and community levels had been
shaped by Packard-supported research, which informed decision
making or provided a basis for future conservation plans:  

Packard funding actually provided us with funds to
actually do socio-economic research at the community
level, as well as some biological surveys...and these are
very, very essential because they actually have us provide
information on how much communities depend on the
marine resources...and at the same time it helps to give
us information on the status of their fisheries. Such
information is very, very useful in informing decision
making processes and management plans, not just at the
community level, but also taking this to government level
to push for changes in policy. (Fiji 05) 

  

Packard-supported research also “...inform[ed] partners about
how to deliver conservation actions” (Fiji 85). In this way, research
supported by Packard influenced what was being prioritized and
done in practice. This practitioner describes, for example, how a
specific research initiative informed efforts toward fisheries policy
reform:  

So [Packard’s] been able to support gathering the
information needed in order to drive that as a priority...
reaching that level of understanding, and then also the
drive then to...say well this is a priority, this needs to
happen. (Fiji 31) 

  

Other practitioners referenced the support Packard provided as
having increased the amount of available information about local
ecosystems to inform their choice of conservation priorities:  

They didn’t come in here and say, this is what you should
work on. Right? It wasn’t like that. It was more providing
the support to create this enabling environment for us to
figure out what our conservation priorities are. And to
also validate those priorities right, and get information
about the importance of science and having decisions that
are grounded in science. (Palau 131) 

Capacity building
Capacity building is a second feature of Packard’s funding
portfolio that interviewees linked to Packard’s ongoing influence
on conservation agendas. Packard invested heavily in building the
capacity of individuals and organizations working in Fiji and
Palau. These investments, which came through the Western
Pacific Program as well as via a separate Organizational
Effectiveness Program, represented 15% of grants in Fiji
(US$1,749,000) and 11% in Palau (US$887,000), and were
primarily directed to Palauan and Fijian people and
organizations. In an internal report, Packard estimated that as a
direct result of their investment in Palau “there were at least two

to three times more individuals—in villages, on NGO staffs, in
government agencies—and organizations with the applicable
skills, institutional infrastructure (laws, regulations, incentives),
and financial resources needed to improve marine conservation
and fisheries management in 2011 than there were in 2000”
(Packard Foundation 2017). Capacity building took two forms.
First, Packard directly funded initiatives designed to build
capacity of individuals and local and regional conservation
networks or to improve organizational effectiveness. These
included, for example, grants to help local NGOs with
organizational management skills, such as how to form a board
of directors, or with conservation leadership training and the
facilitation of regional learning networks, such as the regional
locally managed marine area network. Second, capacity building
not only happened through direct grants specifically for the
purpose of capacity building or improving organization
effectiveness but also grew out of the opportunities that Packard
created, by funding projects and people to flourish, grow, and
continue with their work in marine conservation in diverse ways,
even after Packard funding ended. When asked how Packard
influenced priorities at their organization, one respondent replied:

The empowerment in building the capacity in [our
organization] to have young marine scientists...so there
was this direct positive impact on people that are able to
get more knowledge and capacity in marine conservation,
so that to me you build the human resource to be able to
carry [this] out. And that is the most sustainable way
of...moving forward with conservation...if you have the
people, local people that can continue that work. (Fiji 47) 

  

Respondents noted, as above, that capacity building empowered
local actors to pursue their conservation priorities (including
securing funding from diverse sources) over the long term, even
after Packard’s funding had ended. As one practitioner working
at a local NGO said, “It’s not just me, it’s the entire conservation
sector and country of Palau that’s benefiting from what I learned
through Packard funding” (Palau 134).  

Capacity building in local conservation networks also spilled over
into the public sector, where former grantees/trainees in turn
influenced government priorities. We heard many examples in
both Fiji and Palau of individuals whose careers were supported
by Packard funding and later went on to work for the government
in a conservation context. One practitioner argued:  

Packard’s impact was huge...without that initial work, to
provide those enabling conditions...funding for the
work...and providing opportunity for some Palauans to
build their capacity doing this work...I think [that] really
helped...kind of set the stage for the conservation
community in Palau. A lot of us who were just starting
out then are now making decisions for government. 
(Palau 24) 

  

In some instances, empowering certain locally-based actors to
regrant funds was perceived to help align the conservation agenda
to the local context. That worked well when those intermediaries
were closely attuned to local conservation needs. However, there
were other times when the flexibility afforded by Packard did not
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translate through the work of these intermediaries. For example,
some respondents reported that when they received Packard funds
through an intermediary, the stringent reporting requirements
and lack of flexibility in other areas negatively affected their
ability to carry out the work that was being funded.  

Although Packard’s capacity-building efforts were most often
described in a positive light, there were a few cases in which the
empowerment of certain practitioners (via grants to pursue
particular priorities) was viewed less favorably. Sometimes
conflicts emerged because individuals felt empowered to act in
ways that others believed should have been approached
differently. For example, one participant noted that “Packard...
enabled organizations to push through some of their own agenda,
and that sometimes is a good thing and sometimes a very
dangerous thing” (Fiji 68). Additionally, whereas capacity-
building efforts targeted local organizations and individuals, a
majority of Packard’s grants still went to non-local organizations.
One respondent (Fiji 44) argued that “a lack of a Fiji marine
resource management savvy civil society is a huge challenge at the
moment” despite Packard’s investments in capacity building, a
point also raised more than 10 years ago by Lees and Siwatibau
(2009).

DISCUSSION
Our paper presents an empirical analysis of one foundation’s
influence on marine conservation agendas in two Pacific Island
countries. The case study is not broadly representative of how
foundations work in marine conservation globally, and this is
precisely why it is so important and instructive. Practitioners
overwhelmingly described Packard’s influence as positive: a
success story in ocean philanthropy, in their view. We emphasize
here how the entirety of Packard’s grant-making approach was
central to these positive perceptions of their influence on the
conservation agenda: not only who and what they funded, but
how they funded. However, our respondents echoed what much
of the literature has also shown (McCarthy 2004, Ostrander 2007,
Delfin and Tang 2008, Buteau et al. 2020): that such approaches
have been uncommon in the broader field of philanthropy.

Lessons learned
Our research offers the donor and practitioner communities a
number of lessons about how to think about and approach their
roles in influencing conservation agendas. First, our study
highlights the diversity of processes and moments for agenda
setting throughout the grant-making lifecycle. Our analysis
reveals agenda setting as an ongoing process of negotiation
between a funder and its grantees that happens during the
initiation of an idea for a grant (e.g., through building long-term
relationships to generate initial funding ideas), the negotiation of
what that grant looks like (e.g., through collaborative decision
making), its adaptation in the face of unanticipated events (e.g.,
through flexibility), and legacy effects after the grant period ends
(e.g., via knowledge generation and capacity building). Moreover,
we show that agenda setting is not only about shaping specific
conservation priorities, but also about influencing who gets to set
those priorities (i.e., via local capacity building).  

Second, our study highlights how critical grant-making processes
are for determining how conservation priorities and agendas are
influenced, and by whom. In Packard’s case, these included hiring

culturally competent staff  who were able to build long-term
relationships through which practitioners could have candid
conversations about who, what, and where to fund; collaborative
decision making about which of those ideas to pursue; convening
conservation networks to advance shared agendas; long-term
investment to enable practitioners to pursue priorities that
required longer time horizons; flexibility to adapt an initiative to
fit changing local contexts; and the ongoing work of the funded
initiatives themselves. Considered together, these processes
suggest that the type and mechanisms of foundation influence on
conservation agendas are much more nuanced than suggested in
the literature (Holmes 2012). Moreover, interviewees associated
Packard’s recognition and respect for practitioners with its high
level of influence in Fiji and Palau. Importantly, Packard did not
dictate the conservation agenda, but rather worked in partnership
with grantees who themselves exercised significant agency and
influence within the grant-making process.  

Although Packard did many things right according to the
practitioners we interviewed, there were still aspects of their
approach that were viewed as too prescriptive, and these were
viewed less favorably. We also recognize that our analysis is
missing the perspectives of a critical population regarding
Packard’s agenda-setting role: the local communities, Indigenous
rights-holders, and other stakeholders directly affected by the
philanthropic-supported conservation agenda. Although Packard
staff  spent quite a bit of time in both countries, their primary
engagement was with grantees, many of whom were non-local,
and other professional conservation practitioners. For it to be
deemed an unequivocal success story, we would need to more fully
understand the perspectives of other affected stakeholders on the
agenda and agenda-setting process, and the extent to which
Packard grantees adequately engaged communities affected by
Packard grant making and advocated for their priorities in
collaborative agenda setting.

Implications
This work has implications for both research and practice. In
summary, this paper reinforces an argument that others have
begun to make: philanthropic foundations have the potential to
significantly impact environmental agendas (McCarthy 2004,
Barker 2008, Mallin et al. 2019, Cunningham and Dreiling 2021).
Our work certainly adds evidence to this in the context of marine
conservation. Some scholars have asserted that foundations play
an excessively dominant role in setting the conservation agenda
for environmental movements at local, national, and global scales
(Holmes 2012, Jones 2012, Jenkins et al. 2017). The literature is
critical on this point, and in certain circumstances rightly so,
because domineering funders have significant potential to disrupt
and override local institutions, culture, interests, and priorities,
with poor outcomes for both people and nature (Bennett et al.
2020). Our results add nuance to this conversation: donor
influence on conservation agendas can be a problematic or
productive power, depending on how it is wielded. Donors can,
and sometimes do, choose to engage with grantees as partners in
co-creating conservation agendas that are at least in theory more
contextually appropriate and responsive to local needs. To the
extent that grantees effectively engage affected stakeholders and
communities (and certainly not all do; Betsill et al. unpublished
manuscript), that agenda has greater potential to be more
equitable and just. Additional empirical research should more
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deeply consider how equity, justice, and power dynamics shape
interactions between donors, grantees, and affected stakeholders,
and how these dynamics contribute to shaping conservation
agendas.  

In the meantime, this study can inform donor practice now. We
are in a period of unprecedented growth in conservation
philanthropy, with some of the largest commitments being made
under the umbrella of the 30x30 global conservation agenda. As
the global conservation agenda and associated funding travel to
local contexts, donors must avoid overriding local conservation
priorities and agendas. Packard’s influence on the conservation
agendas in Fiji and Palau was viewed positively because it
happened in partnership with its grantees through a grant-making
process that prioritized and legitimized local worldviews and
practices. Positive perceptions and local legitimacy are, in turn,
linked to more durable, effective, and equitable conservation
(Bennett 2016). This more collaborative, long-term style of grant
making deserves more attention from both scholars and the donor
community, particularly as it is reported as being increasingly rare
in practice, just as the field is expanding. As philanthropic
foundations’ funding for environmental initiatives continue to rise
(Bloomberg Philanthropies 2021, Li et al. 2021), so too will their
influence. We call upon the donor and practitioner communities
to ensure that locally-based practitioners and associated
communities play a significant role in shaping that influence.
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Appendix List of research participants for both data set one and data set two. 
 

Name Organization 

Adora Nobuo 

Palau Legacy Project & Friends of the Palau 
National Marine Sanctuary  

Aisake Batibasaga (Bati) 
Formerly Fiji Ministry of Fisheries Director of 
Fisheries 

Akisi Bolabola 
United Nations Development Programme 
Global Environment Fund 

Alfred Ralifo World Wildlife Fund 

Alifereti Tawake Fiji Locally Managed Marine Area 

Alumeci Nakeke cChange 

Amelia Raratabu United Nations Development Programme  

Ann Kitalong The Environment Inc. 

Ann Singeo Ebiil Society Inc. 

Anna Tuiwawa Siwatibau and Sloan Lawyers 

Atu Siwatibau Siwatibau and Sloan Lawyers 

Austin Bowden-Kerby Corals for Conservation 

Bernd Cordes Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation 

Bernie Besebes Palau Conservation Society 

Apisai Bish Bogiva Conservation International 

Bob Gillett Gillett, Preston and Associates Inc. 

Bola Majekobaje Palau Conservation Society 

Bridget Kennedy Conservation International 

Bryan Crawford University of Rhode Island 

Charlene Mersai 
Office of the Palau Automated Land and 
Resources Information System, Bureau of 
Budget and Planning, Ministry of Finance 

Charlie Patris 
Hatohobei Organization for the People and the 
Environment 

Damian Johnson Department of Inshore Fisheries 

Delasi 
Ministry of Fisheries, Inshore Fisheries 
Management Division 

Duke Protected Area Network 

Duncan Williams World Wildlife Fund 

Elizabeth Matthews Wildlife Conservation Society 

Etika Rupeni International Union for Conservation of Nature 



Fabio Siksei Palau Conservation Society 

Foodber O Skebong Protected Area Network 

Francis Areki World Wildlife Fund 

Garth Nowland-Forman LEAD 

Genna Saiske Palau Conservation Society 

Gerda Ucharm Coral Reef Research Foundation 

Gwen Sisior 
Palau Ministry of Natural Resources, 
Environment & Tourism 

Heather Ketebengang Palau Conservation Society 

Helen Sykes Marine Ecology Consulting 

Hercules Helen Reef (Resource Management Program?) 

Hugh Govan 
University of the South Pacific Institute of 
Marine Studies 

Ilebrang (Ilib) Olkeriil Palau International Coral Reef Center 

Isoa Korovulavula 
University of the South Pacific Institute of 
Marine Studies 

Iva Meo 
Ministry of Fisheries, Inshore Fisheries 
Management Division 

James Sloan Siwatibau and Sloan Lawyers 

Jennifer Gibbons (Koskelin) 
Palau Legacy Project & Friends of the Palau 
National Marine Sanctuary  

Jeremy Prince Biospherics 

Jo Lynne Gallen Micronesia Conservation Trust 

Joe Aitaro Palau Ministry of Finance 

Joeli Veitayaki 
University of the South Pacific Institute of 
Marine Studies 

John Claussen The David and Lucile Packard Foundation 

Jovalyn Ilong Koshiba Protected Area Network 

Joyce Beouch 
Formerly PCS, Baobeldoab Watershed Alliance, 
and Palau LMMA 

Judy Otto Changing Tides 

Kaipo Recheungel Palau Conservation Society 

KB Sakuma The Nature Conservancy 

Kesa Marama Tabunakawai Formerly World Wildlife Fund 

Kiji Vukikomoala Fiji Environmental Law Association 

Kimie Ngirchechol Palau Environmental Quality Protection Board 

King Sam Palau Bureau of Marine Affairs 



Leah Meth California Environmental Associates Consulting 

Lisa from MCT Micronesia Conservation Trust 

Lolita Gibbons Decherong Palau Conservation Society 

Loraini Sivo United Nations Development Programme 

Lori Bell Coral Reef Research Foundation 

Adelle (Lukes) Isechal The Nature Conservancy 

Madelsar Ngiraingas OneReef 

Mafa W Qiolele cChange 

Margaret. T. Vakalalabure Fiji Locally Managed Marine Area 

Marika Tuiwawa 
University of the South Pacific Institute of 
Marine Studies 

Mark O'Brien BIrdlife International 

Matt Allen  
University of the South Pacific Institute of 
Marine Studies 

Merewalesi Laveti United Nations Development Programme  

Mere Lakeba 
Ministry of Fisheries, Inshore Fisheries 
Management Division 

Mike Guilbeaux Locally Managed Marine Area Hawai'i 

Mingrang Ming Kloulechad Palau International Coral Reef Center 

Minister Elbuchel Sadang Palau Ministry of Finance 

Navneel Singh  
Ministry of Fisheries, Inshore Fisheries 
Management Division 

Noah Idechong Freelance consultant  

Nunia Thomas NatureFiji-MareqetiViti 

Pat Colin Coral Reef Research Foundation 

Patrick Tellei Palau International Coral Reef Center 

Phillip Reklai Senate Republic of Palau 

Randy Thaman 
Formerly University of the South Pacific 
Institute of Marine Studies 

Regis Emosiochel  Protected Area Network 

Rex Horoi Partners in Community Development in Fiji 

Richard Veeran 
Ministry of Fisheries, Inshore Fisheries 
Management Division 

Rosania Victor Helen Reef 

Rosemary Dautei 
University of the South Pacific Institute of 
Marine Studies 

Russel Kelly Coral Identification Capacity Building Program 



Saiasi Buluta Ministry of iTaukei Affairs 

Saiky  Informed citizen 

Salome Taufa  Pacific Island Forum Secretariat  

Sandy Thompson LEAD 

Sangeeta Mangubhai Wildlife Conservation Society 

Santy Asanuma Small business owner 

Saras Sharma 
Ministry of Fisheries, Inshore Fisheries 
Management Division 

Scott Radway cChange 

Sebastian Marino Delegate for Hatohobei State 

Semisi Meo Conservation International 

Sharon Patris Coral Reef Research Foundation 

Solo Duru LEAD 

Stacy Jupiter Wildlife Conservation Society 

Steve Cranwell Birdlife International 

Steven Victor The Nature Conservancy 

Suliana Siwatibau Formerly Fiji Environmental Law Association 

Surech Hideyo Bells Ebiil Society  

Symone Esichang 
Palau Legacy Project & Friends of the Palau 
National Marine Sanctuary  

Talei Talei Kocovanua Ministry of iTaukei Affairs 

Tamara Alefaio Micronesia Conservation Trust 

Tammy Clark The Nature Conservancy 

Tarita Holm Ngaratumetum Women's Organization 

Teddy Fong 
University of the South Pacific Institute of 
Marine Studies 

Tiare Holme The National Marine Sanctuary Foundation 

Tomosi Tikoibua 
University of the South Pacific Institute of 
Marine Studies 

Trina Leberer The Nature Conservancy 

Turang Udui 
Palau Legacy Project & Friends of the Palau 
National Marine Sanctuary  

Umai Basilius Palau Conservation Society 

Umiich Sengebau  
Ministry of Natural Resources, Environment, 
and Tourism 

Wayne Andrew OneReef  



Wesley Morgan 
University of the South Pacific Institute of 
Marine Studies 

Willy Kostka Micronesia Conservation Trust 

Yalap Yalap Palau Conservation Society 

Yimnang Golbuu Palau International Coral Reef Center 

Yvonne Sadovy 
University of Hong Kong & SCRFA (Society for 
the Conservation of Reef Fish Aggregations) 

Yvonne Ueda The Nature Conservancy 
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